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Response to Comments 

. : * • • . . ; ' < " ! ' 

R. toC ib response co v^ommenu 
The Draft EiR for the Sycamore Landfill Master Plan project was circulated for pubic review and comment between February 20, 2008 and April 7, 2008. The 
foiiowing agencies, organizations, and persons provided written comments on the Draft EIR during public review, A copy of each comment letter along with 
corresponding responses is included in a "side by side" format to facilitate review. The specific comments and the corresponding responses have each been 
given a numeric reference. 

i|l£etter| 

Federal/State 

ilPjgelNofl 
wpflli(etter$ 

Fl CL. Thornton P.O. Box 452001 
San Diego. CA 92145-2001 

March 12.2008 United States Marine Corps 
Marine Corps Air Station 

RTC-1 

F2 Therese O'Rourke/ 
Stephen M. Juarez 

6010 Hidden Valley Road 
Carlsbad, CA 92011/ 
4949 Viewridge Avenue 
SanDiego, CA 92123 

April 10,2008 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office/ 
California Department of Fish and Game 
-South Coast Region 

RTC-6 

State 
SI Raymond M. Seamans 10011 Street 

Sacramento CA 95814 
March 25, 2008 California Integrated Waste Management 

Board 
RTC-23 

S2 Scott Morgan 1400 IO1'1 Street 
P.O.Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 

March 24,2008 State of California, Governor's Office of 
Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

RTC-32 

S3 Dave Singleton 915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

March 10,2008 Native American Heritage Commission RTC-36 

S4 Greg Holmes 5796 Corporate Avenue 
Cypress, CA 90630 

April 8, 2008 Department of Toxic Substances Control RTC-40 

S5 Jacob Armstrong 4050 Taylor Street 
SanDiego, CA 92110 

April 4,2008 Department of Transportation 
(CalTrans), District 11 

RTC-46 

S5A Jacob Armstrong 4050 Taylor Street 
SanDiego, CA 92110 

May 9,2008- Department of Transportation 
(CalTrans), District 11 

RTC-56 

S6 Terry Roberts 1400 10* Street 
P.O: Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 

April 8, 2008 State of California, Governor's Office of 
Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

RTC-60 

000003 S7 Terry Roberts 1400 10lh Street 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 

April 11, 2008 State of California, Governor's Office of 
Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

RTC-73 
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M R a q e l S N o W 

Local 
Ll Travis Cleveland 401 B Street, 1* Floor 

SanDiego, CA 92101 
April 7,2008 San Diego Association of Governments 

(SANDAG) . . 
RTC-83 

L2 Robert Reider 10124 Old Grove Road 
SanDiego,CA 92131 

April 7,2008 San Diego County Air Pollution Control 
District 

RTC-87 

L3 Douglas S. Wilson 9300 Fanita Parkway 
Santee, CA 92071 

April 3, 2008 Padre Dam Municipal Water District RTC-90 

L4 Gary Halbert P.E., AICP 10601 Magnolia Avenue 
Santee, CA 92071 

April 4,2008 City of Santee RTC-96 

L5 Lisbeth A Johnson, Ed.D. 9625 Cuyamaca Street 
Santee, CA 92071-2674 

July 21, 2008 Santee School District RTC-159 

Quasi-Governmental Organizations and Individuals 
Ql Richard Anthony No Address Provided March 17, 2008 Citizens Advisory Committee Local Task 

Force Integrated Waste Management 
RTC-163 

Non-Governmental Organizations and Individuals 
Nl James W. Royle, Jr. P.O. Box 81106 

SanDiego, CA 92138 
March 10,2008 San Diego County Archaeological 

Society, Inc. 
RTC-164 

N2 Carrie Schneider P.O. Box 121390 
San Diego.CA 92112-1390 

April 7,2008 Califomia Native Plant Society RTC-165 

N3 Felix M. Tinkov, Esq., 
John W.Witt, Esq., 
Ken H. Lounsbery, Esq. 

110 West'A'Street, Suite 750 
San Diego, CA 92101-3532 

April 6,2008 Lounsbery, Ferguson, Altona, & Peak, 
LLP, Attorneys at Law 

RTC-167 

N3A Felix M, Tinkov, Esq., 
John W. Witt, Esq., 
Ken H. Lounsbery, Esq. 

110 West'A'Street, Suite 750 
San Diego.CA 92101-3532 

July 3,2008 Lounsbery, Ferguson, Altona, & Peak, 
LLP, Attorneys at Law 

RTC-238 

N4 Bob Allan, Trustee 1731 Colgate Circle 
La Jolla, CA 92037 

April 7,2008 Trust "B'.UDT 7/17/03 RTC-267 

N5 Van K. Collinsworth 
John Thomas 
Tom Walters 

9222 Lake Canyon Road 
Santee, CA 92071 

•April 3, 2008 Preserve Wild Santee RTC-292 

yea more Landfill Master Plan Final EIR RTC-ii September 2008 



Response to Comments 

Kejponje to Commenb (cont'd.) 

i:li:etterv;. 

iHo.-^ 
• ^ 

m 
m Robin Rierdan 9232 Lapeer Court 

Santee, CA 92071 
No Date Santee Resident RTC-313 

N7 Kenneth W, Decker 9738 Settle Road 
Santee, CA 92071 

April 6, 2008 Santee Resident RTC-316 

N8 Tom Walters 10402 Strathmore Drive 
Santee, CA 92071 

April 6, 2008 Santee Resident RTC-319 

N9 Jeffrey A. Chine 600 West Broadway, Suite 2600 
SanDiego,CA 92101 

April 4, 2008 Luce, Forward, Hamilton & Scripps, LLP 
Attorneys at Law 

RTC-321 

N10 Dashiell S. Meeks, AICP 8315 Century Park Court 
CP21E 
San Diego.CA 92123 

June 6,2008 San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) RTC-324 

Nil Marianne Lamoureux No Address Provided March 31, 2008 Santee Resident RTC-326 
N12 Donald Lee No Address Provided April 1,2008 Santee Resident RTC-328 
N13 Lyn Dyer No Address Provided March 30,2008 Santee Resident RTC-329 
N14 Kim Rones No Address Provided March 30,2008 Santee Resident RTC-330 

N15 Jay Scovie 9342 Lake Country Drive 
Santee, CA 92071 

April 7, 2008 Santee Resident RTC-331 

N16 Sandra M. Schielke 10420 Strathmore Drive 
Santee, Ca 92071 

April 3, 2008 Santee Resident RTC-334 

N17 Keith & Linda Vail 10161 Pebble Beach Drive 
Santee, CA 92071 

April 5, 2008 Santee Resident RTC-338 

N18 Gena Rotter No Address Provided April 4. 2008 Santee Resident RTC-340 

N19 Amy Finnegan No Address Provided March 26,2008 Santee Resident RTC-341 

N20 Chuck Barnhart 10367 Strathmore Drive 
Santee. CA 92071-1043 

April 13,2008 Santee Resident RTC-342 

N21 Carol Murdock No Address Provided No Date Santee Resident RTC-343 

000005 
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Comment 

Letter F1 

UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 
MARINE CORPS AIH STATION 

P.O. BOX 452001 • 
SAM DIEGO. CA B2145-2001 

11103 
CP&L/5617 
March 12, 200E 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES CENTER 
ATTN E. SHEARER-NGUYEN 
ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNER 
1222 FIIRST AVENUE MS S01 
SAN DIEGO CA 92101 

RE: EAST ELLIOTT COMMUNITY PLAN; SYCAMORE LANDFILL MASTER PLAN, 
JOB ORDER NUMBER 42-1084, PH 5S17/SCH No. 2003041057, APN 366-031-
14, 366-031-18, & 366-041-01 

Dear E. Shearer-Nguyen, 

This is in response to the review notice of February 21, 2008, 
which addresses the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for 
the Sycamore Landfill Master Plan within the East Elliott 
Community Planning area. 

The proposed site is contained within the "MCAS Miramar AICUZ 
Study Area' identified in the 2005 Air Installations Compatible 
Use Zones (AICUZ) Update for Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) 
Miramar. This area will be affected by operations of military 
fixed and rotary-wing aircraft transiting Co and from MCAS 
Miramar. The propoaed project ia located within the adopted 2004 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) Airport Influence Area 
(AIA), but outside the 60+ dB Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL) noise contours and Accident Potential Zones (APZ). 

At the present time, MCAS Miramar is unable to provide comments on 
the Sycamore Landfill Master Plan due to the lack of a current 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Obstruction Evaluation / 
Airport Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA). On February 3, 2005, the FAA 
issued an aeronautical study (2004-AWP-4044-OE) that determined 
that the proposed project would exceed obstruction standards 
and/or would have an adverse physical or electromagnetic 
interference upon navigable airspace or air navigation facilities 
and would therefore be a presumed hazard to air navigation. 

Since the proposed height of the project {1,050 Feet Above Mean 
Sea Level (AMSL)) would exceed the heighc of the FAA Part 77 Outer 

F1-1 

F1-2 

F1-3 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS, 

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION/MIRAMAR, SIGNED BY C L THORNTON, DATED MARCH 12, 2003 

(LETTER Fl) 

Response to Comment F l -1 ; 

The commeni summarizes Ihe location of Ihe Project in relation to the Marine Corps Air Stalion (MCAS) 

Miramar Air Installalion Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) Study Area and the adopted Airport Land Use 

Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) Airport Influence Area (AIA), As noted in the comment, the northern 500 feet 

of the Project site is in the adopted 2004 ALUCP AIA, As a result, the Projecl has submitted a consistency 

deiermination lo the San Diego Airport Aulhority (Airport Authority), As noted, the Sycamore Landfill is 

oulside o( the 60+ decibel (dB) Communily Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise contour and the Accident 

Poiential Zone (APZ), 

Response to Comment F1-2; 

The Federal Avialion Administration (FAA) notification referenced in the commeni reviewed the Original 

1,150 feet Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL) Altemalive. It stated that if the Projecl were above 1,146 feet 

AMSL, il would be presumed lo be a hazard, unless evidence demonstrating that it was not a hazard was 

submitted that overcame that presumption. The applicant chose not lo submit such evidence because, 

based on discussions wilh the Cily of Santee, the applicant already had decided to lower the landfill height 

to 1,050 feet AMSL, in order to minimize visual qualily impacts. On March 25. 2008, the Project was 

submitted lo the FAA for review because the original determination (2004-AWP-4004) had expired. The 

two peaks were assigned case numbers 2008-AWP.1968 and 2008-AWP-1969. The FAA issued 

Determinations of No Hazard to Air Navigalion, Aeronautical Study Nos. 2008-AWP-1968-OE and 2008-

AWP-1969-OE, on September 10,2008, after a ciolarization process. Previously, on March 25, 2009. the 

FAA issued Determinations of No Hazard to Air Navigation, Aeronautical Study No.2008-AWP-1632-OE, 

2008-AWP-1633-OE. 2008-AWP-1634-OE, 2008-AWP-l635-OE, 2008-AWP-1636-OE, 2008-AWP.1637-

OE. 2008-AWP-l638-OE, 2008-AWP-l639-OE, 2008-AWP-1640-OE, 2008-AWP-1841-OE, 2008-AWP-

1642-OE, 2008-AWP-l643-OE, 2008-AWP-l544-OE, 2008-AWP-l645-OE, 2006-AWP-1646-OE, 2008-

AWP-1647-OE, 2008-AWP-l648-OE. 2008-AWP.1649-OE, 2008-AWP-1650-OE. 2008-AWP-l651-OE. 

and2008-AWP-1652-OE lor the landfill boundary points. The FAA issued Determinations of No Hazard lo 

Air Navigalion, Aeronautical Study Nos. 2006-AWP.5861-OE; 2006-AWP-6862-OE; 2006-AWP-6863-OE; 

2006-AWP-6864-OE; 2006-AWP-6865-OE; 2006-AWP-6866-OE; 2006-AWP-6867-OE; 2006-AWP.6868-

OE; 2006-AWP-6869-OE: and 2006-AWP.6870-OE for the transmission line relocalion (December 11, 

2006) and exlensions of those determinalions on July 9, 2008. The Airport Aulhority is scheduled lo make 

a consistency determination on the Project in October, prior lo City Council action on the Project. 

moms. 
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Comment 
Letter F1 

(cont'd.) 

11103 
CP&L/5617 
March 12, 2008 

Horizontal Surface for MCAS Miramar (978 Feet AMSL), the United 
States Marine Corps (USMC) requests that the project proponent 
submit a new Part 77 Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration 
(Form 7460-1) to the FAA for a hazard determination. Only until a 
new aeronautical study is issued by the FAA, can the USMC properly 
determine if the proposed height of the project i a compatible with 
military operations. 

Normal hours of operation at MCAS Miramar are as follows: 

Monday through Thursday 
Friday 
Saturday, Sunday, Holidays 

7:00 a.ra, to 12:00 midnight 
7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 
S:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 

MCAS Miramar is a master air station, and as such, can operate 24 
hours per day, 7 days per week. Fiscal and manpower constraints, 
as well as efforts to reduce the noise impacts of our operations 
on the surrounding community, impose the above hours of operation. 
Circumstances frequently arise which require an extension of these 
operating hours. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this land use proposal. 
If we may be of any further assistance, please contact Mr. Juan 
Lias at (853) 577-6603. 

LS- THORfnm-' 
Community Plans and Liaison Officer 
By direction of the Commanding Officer 

F1-3 
(cont'd,) 

F1-4 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS, 

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION/MIRAMAR, SIGNED BY CL . THORNTON, DATED MARCH 12, 2008 

(LETTER F1)lconllnu«d) 

Response lo Comment F1-3: 

The Project was submitted for review to the FAA via the Part 77 Notice of Proposed Construction or 

Alteration (Form 7460-1). The Project was submitted wilh a maximum height of 1,146 feet AMSL to be 

conservalive, since Alternative 8.8 proposes up to a height of 1,145 feet AMSL, even though the Project 

has a maximum height of 1,050 feel AMSL. See Response to Commeni F1-2 regarding the FAA's 

issuance of Determinalions ol No Hazard to Air Navigation. 

The MCAS Miramar Horizontal surtace extends 50,000 feet from the MCAS Miramar airfield. The Project 

would penetrate the MCAS Miramar horizontal surface; however, it would not conflict with aeronautical 

operations at MCAS Miramar. Significant terrain already penetrates Ihis surface, including a hill which is 

higher and closer lo the airfield lhan the landfill would be. Due to the existing terrain that surrounds the 

Project, the Project would be compatible with militarv operations at MCAS Miramar, 

Response to Comment F1'4; 

Comment noted. The Project would not impact the hours of operation at MCAS Miramar even if that facilily 

is operating 24 hours, 7 days a week. 

Since this comment does nol address Ihe adequacy or accuracy of the EIR, no further response is 

required. 

Copy to; 
San Diego County Regional Airport Authority, Sandi Sawa • 
City of San Diego Development Services Department, Jeanette Temple 

Enclosure: 
(1) FAA Aeronautical Study 2004-AWP-4044-OE 

000007 
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Comment 
Letter F1 

(cont'd.) 

Federal fiviation Adminiatration 
•Wescern Pacific Regional Office 
PO Box S2007-AWP-520 
LOB Angelea, CA 90Q09-2007 

Aeronautical Study No. 
2D04-AWP-4044-OE 

Issued Dace: 2/3/2005 

NEIL MOHR 
SYCAMORE LANDFILL INC 
SSIVHAST BOULEVAED 
SANTEE, CA 92071 

*• DETSKHINXTION OP PHBSUKED HAZARD •• 

The Federal Aviation AdminisCraCion has conducced an aeronautical study under 
che provisions of 49 U.S.C, Section 4471B and if applicable Tide 14 of che 
Code of Federal Regulations, pare 77, concerning; 

Scruccure Type: 
Location: 
Laeieude; 
Longitude; 
Heights; 

LANDFILL 
SAN DIEGO, CA 
32-51-52.63 NAD 83 
117-1-41.06 
277 feet above ground level (AGL) 
1160 feec above mean sea level (AMSL) 

The inicial findings of chia study indicated Chat the scruccure as described 
above would exceed obscruccion standards and/or would have an adverse physical 
or eleccromagnetic interference effect upon navigable airspace or air navigation 
facilicies. Therefore, pending resolution of Che issues described below, it is 
hereby determined that the structure is presumed to be a hazard to air 
navigacion. 

Any height exceeding 263 feet above ground level (114G feet above mean sea 
level), will result in a substantial adverse effecc and would warrant a 
Decerminacion of Hazard to Air Navigacion. 

See accachraenc for addicional information. 

A copy of this determination will be forwarded .to the Federal CommunicaCions 
Commission if Che structure is subjecc to their licensing authoriCy. 

NOTE: PENDING RESOLUTION OF THH ISSUES DESCRIBED ABOVE, THE STRUCTURE IS 
PRESUMED TO BE A HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION, THIS DETERMINATION DOES NOT 
AUTHORISE CONSTRUCTION OF THE STRUCTURE EVEN AT A REDUCED HEIGHT. ANY 
RESOLUTION OF THE ISSUES DESCRIBED ABOVE MOST BE COMMUNICATED TO THE FAA SO THAT 
A FAVORABLE DETERMINATION CAN SUBSEQUENTLY BE ISSUED. 

IP MORE THAN 60 DAYS FROM THE DATE OP THIE LETTER HAS ELAPSED WITHOUT ATTEMPTED 
RESOLUTION, IT HILL EE NECESSARY FOR VOU TO REACTIVATE THE STUDY BY FILING A NEW 
FAA FORM 7460-1, NOTICE OF PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OR ALTERATION. 

If we can be of further assistance, please contact our office at (310)725-6559. 
On any future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to 
Aeronautical Study Number 2004-AHP-4O44-OE. 

SlgnaCuca Control No: 394122-343619 

Ronald Guyadeen 

Specialist 

ACCachmenC(s) 

Enclosure 

OOOMfi. 
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Comment 
Letter F1 

•^OOO OS { c M ) 

Additional Information for ASN 2004-AWP-4044-OB 

TKE COORDINATES SUBMITTED BY THE SPONSOR CALCULATE THIS LANDFILL TO BE SITED 
3.63 NAUTICAL MILES (KM) FROM THE GILLESPIE FIELD (SEE) AIRPORT REFERENCE POINT, 
TKE CLOSEST PUBLIC-USE LANDING AREA. 

THE LANDFILL, AT THE PROPOSED HEIGHT, IS IDENTIFIED AH AN OBSTRUCTION BY 
EXCEEDING THE STANDARDS OF FEDERAL AVIATION REGULATION (FAR), PART 77, SUBPART 
C, AS FOLLOWS; 77.23(al 12), BY 14 FEET, A HEIGHT MORE THAN 263 FEET ABOVE 
GROUND LEVEL (AGL), AT THE SITE, WITHIN 3.63 NM OF THE (SEE) AIRPORT REFERENCE 
POINT, 

MAXIMUM ACCEPTABLE HEIGHT OF THE LANDFILL EXPANSION CANNOT EXCEED 
263lAGL/1146,AMSL. 

Sycamore Landfill Moster Plon Final EIR RTC-4 September 2008 
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Letter F1 

(cont'd.) 

Map f o r ASM 3004-AW-4044-OE 

OOOOIO 
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Comment 

Letter F2 
U. S. Flshind Wildlife Service 
Carlsbad Firh and Wildlife Office 
6010 Hidden Valley Road 
Carlsbad, Califonua 92011 
(760)431-9440 
FAX (760) 431-9618 

California Department of Rih and Game 
South Coasl Region 
4949 Viewridge Avenue 
San Diego, California 92123 
(858) 467-4201 
FAX (858) 467-4299 

In Reply Refer To; 
FWS/CDFG- SAN-08B0434.0gTAW73 

APR 1 0 2003 

Ms, Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
City of San Diego 
Developmeni Services Department 
1222 First Avenue. Mail Station 501 
San Diego, California 92101 

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Repon for Ae Proposed Sycamore Landfill 
Master Plan, City of San Diego, San Diego County, Califomia (Project No. 5617; SCH 
#2003041057) 

Dear Ms, Shearer-Nguyen: 

The Califomia Department of Fish and Game (Department) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(Service), collectively the Wildlife Agencies, have reviewed the above-referenced draft Environmental 
Impacl Report (DEIR) for the Proposed Sycamore Landfill Master Plan (Ptoject), dated February 21, 
2008. Thc Wildlife Agencies appreciate thc time extension until April 10, 2008, granted by the City of 
San Diego for providing comments on the DEIR. Thc commenls provided herein are based on the 
information provided in the DEIR. the Wildlife Agencies' knowledge of sensitive and declining 
vegetative communities, and our participation in regional conservation pianning efforts. Based on our 
review of the DEIR, wc have concerns regarding the inadequacy of the DEIR in: 1) avoiding, 
minimizing, and mitigating impacts to biological resources, and 2) providing a thorough assessment of 
the cumulalive effects oflhe proposed Project. 

The Depanment is a Trusice Agency and a Responsible Agency pursuant to the Califomia 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Sections 15386 and 15381 respectively. The Depanmenl is 
responsible for thc conservation, protection, and managemenl of the State's biological resources, 
including rare, threatened, and endangcted plant and animal species, poisuam to the Califomia 
Endangered Species Act (CESA), and administers thc Natural Community Conservation Planning 
Program (NCCP). Thc primary concern and mandate of the Service is the prolection of public fish and 
wildlife resources and iheir habilats. Thc Service has legal responsibility for thc welfare of migratory 
birds, anadromous fish, and endangered animals and plants occurring in the United States. The Service 
is also responsible for administering the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Acl) (16 U.S.C 
1531 etseq.). 

The Sycamore Landfill sile is localed in the eastern edge of the City of San Diego, with access via State 
Route (SR) 52/Masi Boulevard interchange. The site comprises approximalely 493 acres in Little 

TAKE PRIDE'SS^J 
• N ^ M E R I C A ^ ^ 

F2-1 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH ANO GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10,2008 (LETTER F2) 

Response to Comment F2'1: 

This commeni introduces Ihe commenter, thanks Ihe City of San Diego for granting the commenter an 

extension ol lime lo respond, and introduces two concerns that are then set out in detail in the enclosure. 

Specific responses to the concerns are conlained in the responses to the enclosure, sel forth as 

Responses to Comments F2-6 through F2-35 below. The EIR is adequate, as more fully described in the 

responses lo the above-referenced commenls. 

Response to Comment F2-2: 

This comment summarizes Ihe duties, responsibility, and authority of the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service 

[USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), therefore, no response is required. 

Response to Comment F2-3; 

This commeni summarizes information from the EIR, therefore, no response is required. 

F-2-2 

F2-3 

Sycamore Londfill Master Plan Final EIR RTC-6 September 2008 
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Comment 
Letter F2 

(cont'd.) 

Ms. Shearer-Nguyen (FWS/CDFG- SAN-0gB0434-08TAO473) . 2 

Sycamore Canyon, of which approximalely 150 acres have been disturbed to date by prior and on-going 
landfill operations and excavation, pan of approximately 380 acres approved for disturbance under 
existing permits. The proposed Project would incrsase the existing landfill area by 26 acres, for a total 
footprint of approximately 519 acres. Also, the height would increase by 167 feet (existing plan allows 
883 feet) for an allowable maximum height of 1,050 feet Tbe expansion ofthe landfill would also 
include additional ancillary facilities and relocation ofa San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) 
transmission line, consisting of a 230 kilovoll(kV) transmission line, a 138 kV transmission line, and a 
69 kV transmission lins that cunently extends diagonally through the landfill site. The City of San 
Diego's Mission Trails Regional Park is located approximately 3,500 feet south of the landfill site, 
separated by SR 52. The vegetation communities located on and sunounding the site include chamise 
chaparral, Diegan coastal sage scrub, coastal sage scrub/native grassland, coastal sage scrub/non-native 
grassland, valley needlegrass grassland, southem mixed chapanal, non-native grassland, and mule fat 
scrub. The proposed master plan expansion would impact2.t4 acres of native grassland, 10.61 acres of 
chamise cbapanal, 21:81 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub, 1.79 acres of Diegan coastal sage 
scrub/native grassland, 0.79 acre of coastal sage scrub/non-native grassland/native grassland, 0.88 acre 
of soulhem mixed chapanal, 0.09 acre of mule fat scmb and 0.64 acre of non-native grassland. Sensitive 
wildlife species detected during prior surveys included the federally-listed-threatened coastal Califomia 
gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), state protected white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), 
grasshopper spanow (Ammodramus savannarum), which is State-listed species of special concem 
(SSC), and southem California rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens). 

In additioh to impacts to sensitive plant communities the followmg State-listed species of special 
concern would be impacted with implementation oflhe proposed Project; 10 Nuttal's scmb oak 
(Quercus dumosa); 1,362 SanDiego goldenstar (Muilla clevelandii); 95 SanDiego coast barrel cactus 
(Ferocactus viridescens); and 12,62! variegated dudleya (Dudleya variegata). The impacts lo these 
plants would be mitigated by either replacement planting at the required ratio or salvaging affected 
plants for translocation into dedicated conservation parcels located within the Multi-Habitat Planning 
Area (MHPA) preserve. 

We offer our recommendations and commenls in the Enclosure to assist the City in avoiding, 
minimizing, and adequately mitigating project-related impacts to biological resources, and to ensure that 
the project is consistent with all applicable requirements ofthe approved Subarea Plan. 

If you have questions or comments regarding the contents ofthis letter, please contact Paul Schlitt ofthe 
Department at (858) 637-5510 or David Zoutendyk of the Service al (760) 431-9440. 

Sincerely, 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 (LETTER F2)(c0niinUBd) 

Response to Comment F24: 

This comment summarizes information from Ihe EIR, therefore, no response is required. 

Response to Comment F2-5: 

Commeni noted. Since this comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, no response is required. 

F2-3 
(cont'd.) 

F2-4 

F2-5 

Tiiere se O'Rourke 
Assistant Field Supervisor 

. U.S. Fisb and Wildlife Service 

Slepnen M. Juarez 
Environmental Program Manager 
Califoniia Department of Fish and Game 

Enclosure 

cc; State Clearinghouse 
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Ms. Shearer-Nguyen (FWS/CDFG- SAN-08B0434-OaTA0473) 

Comment 
Letter F2 

(cont'd.) 

ENCLOSURE 

Wildlife Agencies' Comments on the DEIR for the Proposed Sycamore Landfill Master Plan 

1. The Wildlife Agencies arc concerned wilh thc significant impacts that the Proposed Projecc would 
have on the identified Stale-listed Species of Special Concern (SSC). The priority in formulating 
feasible mitigalion measures should be to avoid and minimize direct and indirect biological impacts. 
For example, the Reduced Footprint Altemative would reduce overall impacts to sensitive habitats 
by roughly 13.5 acres; and greatly reduce direct impacis to nanow endemics to 750 San Diego 
goldenstar. 50 variegated dudleya, and eight San Diego coast band cactus. We strongly recommend 
that every effort be directed at considering altemative designs proposals that are environmentally 
superior and clearly demonstrate avoidance and minimization of impacts to native vegeiation 
communities and associated species. There are other alternatives within the DEIR (e.g., alternative 
transmission line routing south and east of the landfill reducmg long-term biologica] impacts to 0.3 
acre, 0.07 acre less than those of the proposed routing to the west and north and reduce temporary 
constmction impacts from 17.35 acres lo 9.4 acres) that similarly achieve these goals (CEQA 
Guideline, Section 15002(a)), Additionally, the Department does not feel that speculative discussion 
(Section 8.6, page 8-38) that attempts to equate a given impact number of variegated dudleya to 
allowable cubic yards of trash serve in providing substantive analysis in meeting thc objectives of 
CEQA. 

2. Further guidance should be provided regarding the slatement that there have been no raptor deaths 
documented in the lasl 5 years (page 4.3-26). The Wildlife Agencies request addiiional discussion 
within the DEIR that outlines the existing moniioring methods thai are currently in place (include 
baseline survey data and monitoring that in currently in place) that substantiate this conclusion. 
Funhermore, the DEIR should refrain from statements (page 4.3-45) such as "Biological benefits of 
the relocation include provision of additional perching locations for raptors....". No documentation 
was provided within the DEIR that support this position. 

3. The project should incorporate design features and citing standards that, at a minimum, meet those 
defined by the American Power Line Interaclion Commitlee (http://www.anlic.oref) for reducing or 
eliminating avian collision and electrocution risk from power fines. The miligation measure should 
be revised to include pre- and post-constmction monitoring of transmission and distribution lines for 
the purpose of; 1) detection of high electrocution or collision risk line segments oc poles; 2) 
assessing thc efficacy of installed diverters, perch guards, and other preventative facility measures; 
and 3) establishing baseline collision and electrocution impact information to inform adaptive 
management for further reducing impacts and risks. 

4. It is not clearly defined within the DEIR whether there would be additional encroachment inlo 
specific parcels thai were pteviously conserved as the mitigation requirements associated with the 
2003 Brushing and Clearing activities. This information is partially presented within various 
graphics throughoul the DEE. Al a minimum, a separate table should be provided thai identifies all 
of Ihe previously conserved parcels (including the 0.5-acre parcel adjustment) and a comparison 
column for the cunently conserved parcels that are associated with landfill expansion, ancillary 
facilities and transmission line relocation. Conesponding assessor's parcel numbers and acreage 
should be provided for each conserved land. 

F2-6 

F2-7 

F2-8 

F2-9 

F2-10 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 (LETTER F2) [GonHnu«d) 

Response to Comment F2-6: 

The ability of the Reduced Footprint Alternative io minimize impacts to narrow endemics, and the ability of 

the southern and easlern Iransmission line routing to reduce general biological impacts is exactly why 

those alternatives were discussed in the EIR; however, the fact that those alternatives minimize certain 

impacts to biology resources does not require lhal they be chosen as the Projecl, The EIR's alternatives 

analysis achieves the goals of Ihe California Environmental Qualily Act (CEQA), including Ihose outlined in 

the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(a), by providing a discussion of a reasonable range of 

allernalives sufficient to permit informed decision making and public participation. The EIR sufficienlly 

describes each alternative, thereby enabling the decision maker to compare it with the Project; analyzes 

the environmental effects of each alternative; identifies the environmentally superior alternative; describes 

the basis for selecting the alternatives; and states Ihe reasons for excluding infeasible alternatives. CEQA 

does not require the selection of an alternative on the basis that il minimizes certain impacts to biological 

resources. Moreover, the alternatives preferred by Ihe wildlife agencies result in grealer impacts to olher 

resources. In accordance wilh CEQA and the City of San Diego's Land Development Code (LDC), it is to 

the role of the decision maker to balance the impacis and benefits of the Project and Ihe various 

alternatives in reaching their ultimate decision on Ihe Project and/or Project alternatives. Thus, the 

decision-maker would consider the alternative landfill footprints and transmission line alignments and 

balance the stated impacts to biological resources against impacts lo other environmental issue areas. 

The commenter's assertion that the discussion on page 8-38 of the EIR is speculative is incorrect. The text 

in Ihe EIR provides facts comparing the number of plants based on biological surveys done on the site, and 

cubic yards of capacity for municipal solid waste based on She landfill's operating procedures, historic 

capacily figures, and mathematical calculalion; there is nothing speculative about il. The EIR describes 

impacts lo sensilive species based on the Project, Disclosing faciual information and comparisons upon 

which decisions can be made is consistent wilh the goals of CEQA. 

Response to Comment F2-7: 

The exisiing condilions include Ihis same transmission line, simply in a slightly different alignment. The 

currenl alignment of the transmission line dissects the landfill, whereas the realignment would generally 

follow the landfill property boundaries, which wouid slightly increase its length. Thus, the change in the 

transmission line over existing conditions is minimal, In addition, San Diego Gas & Electric Company's 

(SDG&E) Avian Protection Program was developed using the Avian Prolection Plan Guidelines (April 

2005), The 2005 Guidelines are a joinl document that was prepared by The Edison Electric Institute's Avian 

Power Une Interaction Committee (APLIC) and the USFWS. Electrocutions are primarily associated with 
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3^4 U 2 
RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICBCALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 (LETTER F2) (conUnuadi 

Response to Comment F2-7: (eonm.) 

distribution lines not transmission lines. SOG&E does nol conduct monitoring studies lo determine 

electrocutions on any transmission lines. However, SDG&E's Bulk Power Operation Reports (transmission), 

Distribution System Operation Reports, (dislribution, 12kV or less) information from line inspections and 

maintenance crews provide sources of information for electrocutions. Weekly and daily review of this 

quantitative infonnation document that SOG&E has had very few electrocutions (less lhan 4) on SDG&E 

transmission lines over the last 5 years, and wilh none of those related to bird flight collisions. The EIR text 

on page 4.3-26 has been revised to clarify this information. As stated In the document, the spacing between 

the conductors is more that adequate to reduce or prevent mosl eleclroculions on transmission lines. The 

2005 APLIC Guidelines suggest a minimum of 60 inches between conductors (phases) and phase to 

ground points of conlact, and the conductors on the lines being relaied as part of this Project would be at 

least 60 inches, consistent with this policy. In addilion, bird flight collisions with transmission lines do not 

appear to be a problem wiihin the SDG&E system based on the above sources of information. For all of 

the SDG&E electric transmission lines, Ihere have only been three known electrocutions in the past five 

years, and all of Ihose were associaled with nest problems, nol with fly-by collisions. 

Response to Comment F2-8: 

Because the realigned transmission line requires more transmission line structures to cover Ihe longer 

alignment, there would be increased raplor perching opportunities. Since the USFWS's position is Ihat loss 

of perching opportunities should be analyzed as an impacl, it is reasonable lo view the provision of 

additional perching opportunities as beneficial, Figure 3-12 provides the requested documenlalion. 

Response to Comment F2-9; 

The Project does incorporate design features and standards that meet Ihose defined by the APLIC for 

reducing or eliminaling avian collision and electroculion risk from power lines. SDG8E is a member of the 

Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC). tn addilion, SOG&E has an Avian Protection Program 

based on Ihe APLIC Suggested Practices and 2005 Guidelines. The SDG&E program is designed to 

reduce to the greatest extent possible avian electrocutions. Most utility electrocutions are associaled wilh 

distribution lines, not transmission lines. SDGSE transmission lower/pole designs as well as conductors 

(lines) spacing are generally 60' or greater. For example, the standard spacing between conductors for 

230kV is 16.5 feet, for 138kV it is 9 feet, and for 69kV it is 5 feet. The tower design and 

spacing significanlly reduces the probability of an avian electrocution. As described in Ihe response to F2-7 

above, there have been no bird flight collision eleclroculions in Ihe five years prior lo this study. Therefore, 

few raptor electrocution impacts (rom the Project are expected, and no miligation measures are required. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10,2008 (LETTER F2) (coniinu«d) 

Response to Comment F2-10; 

The areas of disturbance associated with the Project would nol resull in impacts to any previously 

conserved lands. As noled in the comment, that information is presented in various graphics induded in 

the EIR. See the following table and refer to Figure 5-3, which displays the localion of the parcels lisled. 

Lands in Vicinity of Sycamore Landfill Conserved Under MND/PDP/SDP 40-0765 

APN 

366-030-34 

366-070-19 

366-060-29 

366-070-12 

366-071-12 

366-071-33 

366-041-01 

All or Part of Parcel 

All 

All 

All 

Part 

Part 

Part 

Part 

Acres 

28.09 

14.41 

33,48 

3,09 

3.35 

6,21 

0.58 

Any Impact by Master Plan Project? 

NO ' 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 
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Ms, Shearer-Nguyen (FWS/CDFG- SAN-08B0434-08TA0473) 

5. The DEIR mentions that western spadefoot (Spea hammondii) tadpoles were observed in a pooi 
williin the project silc, but oulside the proposed area of disturbance. However, according to Figure 
4.3-3, also recorded tadpoles on a service road that extends to an area idenlified as part of the 
transmission line conidor (i.e., laydown and pull siles). The DEIR should provide further discussion 
on this and any other known locations of, and measures lo avoid and/or minimize impacts to, this 
State-listed SSC. 

6. The executive summary of ihe DEIR and Biological Technical Report inconectly state that the 
grasshopper spanow (Ammodramus savannarum) is adequately covered by the Cily's MSCP and 
that impact to this species are considered less than significant, Conection should be made for this 
State-listed species of concem wiihin Ihe DEIR and lechnical appendices. 

7. Due to recent observations of quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino; quino) within 
Mission Trails Regional Park (south of landfill) and Fanita Ranch (due east within jurisdiction of the 
City of Santee) updated focused surveys should be required prior to any constmcti on-related activity 
and should be included as mitigation condilions wiihin ihe final EIR. If quino are observed, the City 
will have to work with the Service to address permitting issues related to quino since it is not a 
covered species under MSCP. 

8. The Biological Technical Report (page 40) mentions approximately 1,522 San Diego goldenstar 
oulside of Ihe MHPA would be impacted by ihe proposed landfill expansion, whereas the discussion 
within Ihe Biologica! Resources discussion (page 4.3-21) of ihe DEIR stales approximate 1,362 
would be impacled. Provide clarification for the difference in reported numbers, 

9. There are reporting inconsistencies of affected acreages of native habitat (Non-MHPA & MHPA 
categories) mentioned in discussion (seclion heading, A. Land Preparation/Site Planning, Page 4.1-
22) lo acreage impact values reported in Table 4. J-7 and Attachment 6 of the Biological Technical 
Report. Similarly, the reported acreage values (page 4,1-40, subsection (d)) do not conespond to 
those values in Table 4.1. 

10. The impact acreage for Diegan coastal sage mentioned in Impact 4.3.11 (page ES-2)) does not 
correspond to coastal sage scrub impacis in Table 4.3-3 (page 4.3-33). Please ensure that acreage 
impact totals are conect. 

11. Section heading B. Transmission Line Relocation (page 4.3-24 of DEIR), mentions permanent 
impacts firom the transmission line relocation of 0.37 acre, whereas Table 4.1-1 reports 0.51 acre of 
long-term disturbance sensitive habitat, while 0.57 acre is referenced in Attachment 6 of the 
Biological Technical Report, Provide clarification as Io the reason for the variation in anticipated 
permanent impacts. Furthermore, for Table 4.3-7 (column heading, Total Mitigation Acreage 
Reguired Inside MHPA/Outside MHPA of the DEIR) the mitigation requirement for Diegan coastal 
sage acrub/non-native/native grassland community was not included in the summation of Permanenl 
Impact Acreage for Impacts Outside MHPA. 

12. The permanent impacl acreage for stmctures (i.e., transmission line relocation) and access roads 
referenced in the DEIR is reported at 0.37 acre, whereas thc Biological Technical Report references 
0.53 acre. We would suggest reevaluating Table 4.3-7 (i.e., DEIR) for computational enors and to 

F2-11 

F2-12 

F2-13 

F2-14 

F2-15 

F2-16 

F2-17 

F2-18 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 (LETTER F2) (cantinuad) 

Response to Comment F2-11: 

The western spadefoot toad was observed al one localion as reported on Figure 4.3-3, which is Ihe exisiing 

SDG&E access road, The discussion on page 4,3-15 of the EIR is revised in the Final EIR (FEIR) as 

follows in response to this comment: 

"Tadpoles of the latter species were observed in a pond in a dirt road wiihin the Project site, but 

outside the proposed area of grading. This dirt raad is an existing SDG&E access road and would 

be used to provide construction/demolition access to the pioposed new pole localion at the 

northeast corner of the landfill. Upon completion of construction/demolition, this road would 

conlinue to be used for maintenance access by SDCfcE." 

As noted in Section 3.3.7 of the EIR, the Project would comply wilh all protocol related to SDG&E's 

transmission line relocalion. In order lo clarify this intention, however, the following texl regarding the 

western spadefoot load has been added lo the FEIR following the California gnatcatcher discussion thai 

follows Impacl 4.3.9: 

"To protect the western spadefoot load, use of SDG&E's access raad located on parcel 366-

041-01 fof construclion or demolition access would be limited to dry periods of the year. This 

' is in conformance with SDG&E protocols 44 and 53, Prior to any use of this road segment for 

construclion or demolition access, a biologist shall confirm that there is no standing water 

within the road and thai the road is dry. Conformance with SDG&E's protocols would avoid 

Project-related impact to the western spadefoot load, Impacts would be below a level of 

significance." 

Response to Comment F2-12; 

The EIR and Biological Technical Report have been corrected to indicate that Ihe grasshopper sparrow is 

designated a "Species of Special Concern" by the CDFG. According to the CDFG, "Species of Special 

Concern" are designated because declining population levels, limited ranges, and/or continuing threats 

have made them vulnerable to exlinclion. The goal of designating species as 'Species of Special Concern" 

is to halt or reverse their decline by calling attention to their plight and addressing the issues of concem 

early enough to secure their long term viability, The grasshopper sparrow is designated as a 2nd priority 

"Species of Special Concem" and the season of concern for which it is ranked as a conservation priority is 

the breeding season. The grasshopper sparrow is not a covered species in the City's Multiple Species 

Conservation Program (MSCP). Project impacts to nalive and non-native grassland habitats are minimal 
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•0*V!ii;6 RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10,2008 (LETTER F2) (cominued] 

Response to Comment F2-12: (cont'd.) 

and would not represent a substantial impact to Ihe grasshopper sparrow. Furthermore, grassland habitat 

would be preserved as mitigation for loss of this habitat as part of the Project and ultimately the landfill 

cover would be revegetated with approximalely 300 acres of Native Grassland. Finally, grasshopper 

sparrows are migrating birds protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Acl [MBTA), The EIR discusses 

construction limitations associaled wilh the MBTA on page 4,3-44. These limitations would prelude any 

•direct mortality of grasshopper sparrows, Therefore, impacts to the grasshopper sparrow would be 

considered less than significant. 

Response to Comment F2-13: 

No significant project impacl lo Quino checkerspot butterfly has been identified in Ihe EiR, and so, 

therefore, no miligation measure for any such impact is required. However, as stated in the EIR, Section 

4.3.1.3 E (Sensilive Wildlife), "It is anlicipaled that, if the Project is approved, at least one additional survey 

for the Quino checkerspot butterfly would be required as a City permit condiiion prior lo Projecl disturbance 

of any suitable habitals at the site," This will be included as a condition of approval for Ihe Project. If any 

Quino checkerspot butterflies are observed on or near Ihe Project site as part of that survey, the Applicant 

will work with the USFWS as required by the Endangered Species Act lo address any unforeseen impacts 

to this listed species. 

Response to Comment F2-14: 

The actual number of San Diego goldenstar affected would be 1,512 plants outside the MHPA, and 10 

plants inside the MHPA, as shown on the biological impact master table, Attachment 6 of the Biological 

Report, EIR Appendix C l . The text in Impact 4.3.1a of the EIR and on page 40 of the Biological Report 

have been clarified, as requested in the comment. 

Response to Comment F2-15: 

The informaiion in Biological Technical Report Attachment 6 is correct, EIR Table 4,1-1 has been revised, 

and the other lexl references have been clarified in slrikeout/underline format in the FEIR to read as 

follows: 

As described in Table 4.1-1, under the new Masier Plan approximately 38,66 acres of 

native habitat would be disturbed for landfill and ancillary facility purposes (26.76 acres of 

non-MHPA, 11.90 acres of MHPA), and 0,46 acres of permanent transmission line 
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•oooo T;-I RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH ANO GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M, JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 (LETTER F2)(continuod) 

Response to Commeni F2-15: (cont'd.) 

disturbance, and 4,69 acres of construction buffer zone thai may incur temporary 

dislurbance during landfill or ancillary facilily construction. 

Page 4.1-40 

... while proposed new dislurbance or development in the MHPA is approximalely 11.90 

acres (landfill or ancillary facilities) plus 0.29 acre (transmission line long-term 

dislurbance), plus 1.50 acres for construction buffer zones, or a total of 13.69 acres (see 

EIRTable4,l- l ) , 

Response lo Comment F2-16: 

All the values in Impact 4,3,11 and MM 4,3.11 are correct and consistent wilh values in EIR Table 4,3-3; 

the acreage of Diegan coastal sage scrub as shown in Table ES-1 was erroneously listed as 27.81, and 

has been corrected in the FEIR to note thai il actually is only 21.81 acres. 

Response to Comment F2'17: 

References to the acreage of permanent impacts from the transmission line relocation are consistenl in 

page 4,3-24 of the EIR and Altachment 6 of the Biology Report (both eile 0.37 acres). The 0.46 acre value 

in Table 4.1-1 includes anticipated dislurbance wiihin two parcels outside the Project boundary, but within 

the exisiing SDG&E 200-foot easemenl, an area already permitted for disturbance related to transmission 

line construction and maintenance. 

In EIR Table 4,3-7, the data in the rows Tolal Sensilive Inside MHPA, Tolal Sensitive Outside MHPA, and 

TOTAL SENSITIVE are all correct. The row titled Diegan coastal sage scrub/non-Native Grassland/Native 

grassland under the heading Impacts Outside MHPA includes incorrect data. The 0.14 entry under the 

heading Permanenl Impact Acreage should be 0,00. Similarly, the 0,28 and 0.42 entries under the heading 

Total Mitigation Acreage Required Inside MHPA and Outside MHPA should bolh be 0.00. In addition, in 

the third-to-the-lasl row "Developed/Landfill/Access Road/Landscaped, the value in the third column should 

be 0.33 instead of 0.09, and the fourth column should be 0,00 instead of 0.01, These errors have been 

corrected in Ihe FEIR. 
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•yi.>orji3 RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 (LETTER F2) iconiinu.di 

Response to Comment F2-18: 

Ihe correct permanenl impact acreage for structures and access roads is 0.37 acre. Although EIR Table 9 

of Ihe Biological Technical Report, EIR Appendix C l , showed 0.55 acre of total permanent impact 

associaled with the proposed Iransmission line relocation, of that 0.55 acre, 0.16 acre is non-native habitat. 

As a resull, Ihe net amounl according to Table 9 should be 0.37 acres of permanent habitat impact, with 

rounding it is the same value Ihat is shown in the biology master table, Altachment 6 of Ihe Biology Report. 

The values have been adjusted by RECON to be consistent with Attachment 6. Regarding Table 4.3-7, 

please see Response to Comment F2-17, above. 
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Ms. Shearer-Nguyen (FWS/CDFG- SAN-08BO434-08TAO473) 

Comment 
Letter F2 

(cont'd,) 

ensure that mitigalion acreage requirements arc being accurately reponed. Likewise, provide 
clarification to impact discussion provided in Section 4.9 Geology/Soils that states, "Sensitive habitat 
to be permanently removed cover 2.8 acres of Ihe i9.2 acres, as discussed in Impact 4.3-13" (2.8 
acres of permanenl impacts to native habitat is also being referenced in 4.10 Hydrology/Water 
Quality). The Wildlife Agencies suggest that the biological impact analysis for thc DEIR bc 
reevaluated by the lead agency to ensure the accuracy of data presented throughoul the DEIR. 

13. Page 4.3-26 of the DEIR refers lo the addilion of 33 transmission lowers, whereas page 4.2-43 
mentions approximately 30 repiacement stmctures accounting for 0.55 acre of permanent impacl. 
Reporting inconsistencies should be corrected. 

14. Thc Biological Technical Report {page 64) mentions a lotal of 10 Nuttall's scrub oak located on the 
outside edge of the proposed laydown area in the nonhweslera region of assessor parcel number 366-
031-14. whereas page 4.3.25 ofthe DEIR references 25 Nuttall's scrub oak within the same localion 
(population protecled by three strand wire fence). Please conect. 

15. The DEIR mentions that the City collects wasie lipping fees, however it docs not say how those 
funds arc uiilized. Because of Ihe difficulty in identifying a regional funding source, the Wildlife 
Agencies recommend ihat a ponion of the waste lipping fees be used to help implement thc long-
term management and moniioring activilies associated wilh the MSCP. 

16. In regards to slaled mitigation measures for ihe Transmission Line Relocalion (i.e., MM 4.3.7), the 
Wildlife Agencies recommend incorporaling Ihe following measures into thc existing language: 

Train all contractors and constmction personnel on the biological resources associated with 
scheduled project and ensure that training is implemenled by construction personnel. At a 
minimum, training shall include: 1) the purpose for resource prolection; 2) a description of lhc 

' protected species and its habitai; 3) the conservation measures given in ihe document that should 
be implemented during project constmction to conserve the species of concern, including stricdy 
limited activities, vehicles, equipment, and constmction materials to tbe fenced project footprint 
lo avoid sensitive resource areas in the field (i.e., avoid areas delineated on maps or on the project 
silc by fencing); 4) environmentally responsible conslmclion practices; 5) the protocol to resolve 
conflicts lhal may arise al any time during the constmction process; 6) the general provisions of 
resource prolection laws, the need to adhere lo thc provisions of the resource protection laws, and 
Ihe penalties associated with violating those laws. 

17. Thc Wildlife Agencies recommend incorporating the following standard conservalion measures into 
Miligation Measure 4,6.6: 

To avoid any direct and indirect impacts to raptors and/or any migratory birds, gmbbing and 
clearing of vcgetaiion that may suppon active nests and constmction activilies adjacent to nesling 
habitai, should occur outside of thc breeding season (January 15 to Augusi 15), If removal of 
habilal and/or construction activities is necessary adjacenl to nesting habilal during the breeding 
season, the applicant shall retain a City-approved biologisl io conduct a pre-constmction survey to 
determine the presence or absence of non-listed nesdng migratory birds on or within lOO-fcct of 
the consimction area, federally- or State-listed birds (e.g., coastal Califomia gnaicatcher. least 
Bell's vireo) on or within 300-feel of ihe conslrucdon area and nesting raptors within 500-fect of 

F2-18 
(cont'd,) 

F2-19 

F2-20 

F2-21 

F2-22 

F2-23 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10,2008 (LETTER F2) (eoniinUed| 

Response to Commeni F2-19: 

Wiihin Ihe last year, SDG&E deiermined thai an addiiional group of three transmission line structures would 

be required to relocate the transmission line, increasing the total number of structures needed to 30 from 

33. This was changed on page 4,3-26, but not on page 4.2-43 or page 4.9-12. That value has now been 

correcled on pages 4.2-43 and 4.9-12. In addition, the arithmetic regarding Iransmission line pad areas 

has been revised, and Ihe estimaled pad disturbance is now estimated at 0.37 acre, ralher than the 0.55 

previously referenced. This is consistent with the values in Chapter 4,3, 

Response to Comment F2-20: 

The Project has the potential to impact 10 Nuttall's scrub oak, as referenced in the Biological Technical 

Report, and Impacl 4.3,7 over-estimated the number potentially impacled. The FEIR has been revised to 

indicate in Impact 4.3,7 Ihat Ihe potential impacts would be to ten Nuttall's scrub oak within APN 366-031-

14, unless fenced. The Impact 4.3.7 in the FEIR therefore is consistent with the statement in the Biology 

Report, page 64. 

Response to Comment F2-21: 

Comment noled. These issues do nol relate to the adequacy of the EIR, All direct biology impacts have 

been idenlified and mitigated. In addilion, the EIR concluded that the Projecl would result in a cumulatively 

significant, unmitigated impact to native grassland. 

Response to Comment F2-22; 

The EiR language in MM 4.3,7 is from SDG&E's Project Protocols Number 7 (EIR Appendix B). However, 

the paragraph suggesled by the commeni has now been incorporated into Ihe text of MM 4,3,7. 

Response to Comment F2-23: 

As noled on page 4.3-45, compliance with Ihe Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) Is required by law. Page 

4.3-45 goes on to stale Ihat 'Since compliance wilh Ihe MBTA is required the foregoing measure is' 

technically not a "mitigation measure" tor impacis incurred, but a condiiion of approval for the Project that 

would be listed in the MMRP and subsequently implemenled by SLI and SOG&E." Least Bell's vireo are 

not expected to be found within 500 feet of any Project-relaled construclion. Coastal California 

gnatcatchers (CGN) and raptors would be protected as described in mitigation measures 4.3.9 (raptors) 

and 4.3.9 (CGN). In response to Ihe commeni, the buffer distance associated with nesling raptors has been 

increased in MMs 4.3.6 and 4.3.8 to 500 feet. 
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Comment 
Letter F2 

(cont'd.) 

Ms, Shearer-Nguyen (FWS/CDFG- SAN-08B0434-08TA0473) 

the constmction area. The pre-conslmclion survey musl be conducled within 10 calendar days 
prior to the sian of construcdon, the resuits of which must be submitted to thc City for review and 
approval prior to initiating any construction activilies. If nesling birds arc detected by lhc City-
approved biologist, ihe following buffers should be established: 1) no work within 100 feel ofa 
non-listed nesting migratory bird nest, 2) no work within 300 feet of a hsted bird ncsi. and 3) no 
work wiihin 500 feet of a raptor nest. However, the City may reduce these buffer widths 
depending on sile-specific condilions (e.g. the width and type of screening vegetation between the 
nest and proposed aclivily) or the exisiing ambient level of activity (e.g., existing level of human 
activily within the buffer distance). If constmction must lake place within the recommended 
buffer widihs above, thc project applicant should contact the City lo determine the appropriate 
buffer. 

A bio-monitor shall be present on-site during all inilial gmbbing and clearing of vegetation to 
ensure that perimeter construction fencing is being mainlained and to minimize the likelihood that 
nests containing eggs or chicks are abandoned or fails due lo constmction activity. A bio-monilor 
shall also perform periodic inspeclions of the construction site during all major grading lo ensure 
that impacts to sensitive plants and wildlife are minimized. These inspections should take place 
once or twice a week, as defmed by the City, depending on the sensitivity of the resources. Thc 
bio-monitor shal! send weekly monitoring reports to the City and shall nodfy both the City and the 
Wildlife Agencies immediately if clearing is done outside of the permitted project footprint. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis 

1. In regards to Impact 5.2a which states, "A significant long-term cumulative biological impact would 
result from proj eel-related losses of 4.72 acres of native grassland babital, or mixed habitats 
containing native grassland", the Wildlife Agencies request funher jusdfication for not adequately 
mitigating (in-kind) for ihe direct impact to this sensitive habitat. In accordance with thc City's 
Biology Guidelines, mitigalion. based upon the ratios given in Table 3, will bc required for all 
significanl upland habitat impacts outside of ihe MHPA. The City should nol approve a project as 
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or miligation measures available that would substantially 
lessen any signiflcanl effects that the project would have on the environment (CEQA Guideline 
15021(a)(2)), Additionally, it is not clearly defmed within Section 4.1.4.2 of the DEIR lhal diis 
action is consistent with the City's Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations, Furthermore, no 
discussion was included as to applicant's efforts in pursuing mitigadon lands that have 
commensurate habilal value lo offset impacts to Ihis native grassland elsewhere within the Cily's 
juiisdiclion. The Wildlife Agencies do not agree that impacts to native grassland would bc offset by 
revegelalion of ihe road fill slopes and the landfill surface wilh nadve grassland species as these 
areas would be subject to future maintenance impacts. 

2. Thc cumulative impact analysis makes no reference to the San Diego Community Power Project 
(SDCPP) proposed by ENPEX Corporation. The project includes a 750 MW gas-fired combined 
cycle power plant with likely electrical interconnection (230kV line) to the SDG&E Sycamore 
Canyon Subsiation. The SDCPP would occupy 60-acres owned by Marine Corps Air Stadon 
Miramar. Thc SDCPP would be located northeast of the existing landfill, dircclly adjacenl to the 
City's MHPA preserve boundary and the City of Santee to the east. Thc project site is located 
northeast of thc existing landfill on MCAS/Miramar property, bordered by City's MHPA preserve to 
thc south and City of Santee to the east. This development proposal is part of the aliematives and 

F2-23 
(cont'd.) 

F2-24 

F2-25 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH ANO GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2003 (LETTER F2}(Mnnnu*d) 

Response to Comment F2-24; 

The applicant proposes to preserve 6.71 acres of in-kind habitat from nearby MHPA parcels thereby 

meeting Ihe miligation ratios required by the Biology Guidelines, This fully mitigates direct impacts to 

native grassland, but does not fully mitigate cumulative impacts, as noled in Ihe EIR, In addition, the 

applicant proposes to plant approximately 300 acre of native grassland but cannot commit thai area as 

protected habitat because there would be a need lo conducl maintenance in some areas in accordance 

wilh the Final Closure Plan for some time in the future. It is reasonably expected that Ihe vast majonty of 

the replanted areas would remain undisturbed. Ultimately, at completion of Finat Closure, the site would 

revert lo open space and (here is no reason lo anliclpale any further dislurbance of this 300 acres. The 

preservation of 6.71 acres of in-kind habitat along with the revegetation of 300 acres of nalive grassland, 

most ol which would be preserved and ultimately all of which would be preserved upon complelion of final 

closure, would provide a substantially greater benefit lhan creation and preservation of 4.72 acres and 

preservation of an additional 1.99 acres of Native Grassland, which is what would olherwise be required to 

mitigate direct impacts and meet Ihe no net loss standard to fully mitigale cumulalive impacis. 

Response to Comment F2-25: 

An EIR's evalualion ol cumulative impacts may be based on a list of past, present, and probable future 

projects producing related impacts. See 14 Cal, Code Regs. §15130(b)(1)(A), A developmeni proposal 

qualifies as a "probable fulure Praject" once the environmental review process for that Project is underway, 

which does not occur until afler a permit applications is filed, San Franciscans lor Reasonable Growth v. 

City & County of San Francisco (1984) 151 Cal. App. 3d 61. That court also noted that, because new 

Projects are continually entering the environmental review process, a lead agency may set a reasonable 

cutoff date for new Projecls that will be included in Ihe cumulative analysis. Id. at 74 n, 14. The Cily of San 

Diego generally sets the cut-off date as the time of the Notice of Preparation. Here, not only was there no 

environmental process underway for the San Diego Community Power Project (SDCPP) proposed by 

ENPEX Corporation al the time the NOP for Sycamore Landfill was issued for public review, there is no 

such review underway today, nor is there any evidence that a permil application has as yet been filed. No 

one responded to the landfill NOP with a recommendation to consider the SDCPP In the analysis of the 

Sycamore Landfill Master Plan. The City has still not received any evidence that an application has been 

filed with any public agency, nor has the Cily received a notice that any environmental review, either under 

CEQA or the National Environmenial Policy Act (NEPA) has commenced for that Project, It is merely a 

possible allemative io a separate and unrelated Project proposed by SDG&E. ' 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10,2008 [LETTER F2) (cominued) 

000022 

Response to Comment F2-25: (cont'd.) 

The Sycamore Landfill Master Plan EIR contraclof sent an email lo Ihe proponent of the SDCPP, ENPEX 

Corporation, requesting information as to the slatus of Iheir permits. Their reply does not indicale that 

ENPEX has filed any permil application with any public agency. 

The SDCPP is discussed as an altemative in Ihe Sunrise Power Link EIR. The Sunrise Power Unk EIR 

has nol been certified and il is uncertain if ihe alternative that includes Ihe SDCPP will be adopled or not. 

As such, the SDCPP is nol yel considered a probable future Project, Therefore, no analysis of Ihe SDCPP 

as a cumulative Project is required in the Sycamore Landfill Master Plan EIR. 

In the event the SDCPP submits permil applications resulting in environmental review, it would be Ihe 

responsibility of the permitling agency to analyze and report the cumulalive impacts the proposed Ihe 

SDCPP and the Sycamore Landfill Masier Plan along with any olher relevant cumulative Projecls al that 

time. 
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Ms. Shcarcr-*Igi*EnJFWS/CDFG- SAN-OaB0434-08TA0473) 

cumulative impact analysis associated with ihe SDG&E Company Application for the Sunrise 
Powerlink Project (SCH# 2006091071). The project has the potential to indirectly affect MHPA 
lands in various issue areas. 

Comment 
Letter F2 

(cont'd.) 

F2-25 
(cont'd.) 

3. TheCily of Saniee draft Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan should bc referenced 
under Section 5.25 City of Saniee General Plan Update. 

Sensitive Plant Translocation Plans 

1. Variegated Dudleya 
ll is nol clear whether any consideradon was given lo selecting alteraaie conserved lands for 
translocation purposes, as opposed to restricting plants solely wiihin thc northern portion of APN 
366-080-29. Thc varicgaled dudleya impacled by the proposed Project is present wiihin seven 
populations distribuled along the western ridge of Little Sycamore Canyon (over a linear distance of 
approximately 3000 feet). Consideration should be given to distributing plants over a broader area 
within MHPA land holdings if suitable environmental conditions exist on olher conserved lands (as 
part of mitigation land requirements) that would similarly suppon translocation. 

Additionally, please provide the basis for the translocation performance criteria referenced in the 
plan. The plan identifies that less than 50 percenl ofthe translocation and enhancemem area will be 
covered by exotic weeds al the end of five years. We would strongly suggest that performance 
criteria bc changed lo 0 percent coverage for Cal-IPC List A and B species, and no more than 10 
percenl coverage for other exotic/weed species. These conditions should be specified on all 
subsequenl revegelalion-related construclion documents. 

According to the aerial photographs (i.e., Figure 4) associated wilh lhc proposed resloration site, 
there is a trail bisecting the revegetation area, along with trails on the periphery. The DEIR should 
provide additional information concerning the cunent use of the trails extending through the area and 
protective measures that arc cunently in place that would preclude subsequent impacts to all 
translocation areas. Similarly, this issue should be addressed for all other species proposed to bc 
translocated into this area. Thc Wildlife Agencies strongly suggest that the City's Miligation 
Monitoring and Coordination staff be actively involved in reviewing the adequacy of identified 
measures. 

2. Nuttal's Scmb Oak 
The DEIR shouid provide further information regarding the height (or crown foliage) of existing 
scmb oak that would be removed. Besides lhc referenced survivorship requirements for the 
replacement of scmb oak, no further details have been provided as to the basis for thc performance 
standard outlined within this plan and whether the cunent replacement compensates for the maturity 
of existing scmb oak. Depending upon the maturity of the scmb oak being impacted, consideration 
should bc given lo offsetting impacis at a higher miligation ratio (either 4:1 or 5:1), Additionally, thc 
Wildlife Agencies suggest that a larger number of Quercus dumosa be propagated at thc onset of this 
ponion of the project, so as lo account for any unforeseen die-off or herbivory interaction that arises 
during the 5 year monitoring period. Subsequently, this would allow dircci replacement during the 
firsi and second years, while remaining on track lo achieve the 5 year performance criteria. If 

F2-26 

F2-27 

F2-28 

F2-29 

F2-30 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 (LETTER F2) (conim^d) 

Response to Comment F2-26: 

Santee's draft MSCP Subarea Plan Subarea Plan does not appty to the Projecl site. Santee's MSCP 

Subarea Plan will ultimately have to be consistent wilh the Cily of San Diego's MSCP Subarea Plan, thus 

ils discussion would not add meaningfully to the analysis presented in the EIR. 

Response to Comment F2-27: 

APN 366-080-29 already has proven to be a successful location for Ihe translocation of these species, wilh 

the appropriate soil, sun, moislure and other criteria. Although other locations nearby might also be 

suitable, the decision was made to conlinue translocation to this proven site to ensure successful 

completion of the miligation. 

Response to Comment F2-28; 

The proposed translocation performance criteria came from the successful, previously-approved 

translocation plan (SDP/POP 40-0765), The performance standard in the Dudleya Translocation Plan has 

been revised per the comment to require 0% coverage for Cal-IPC List A and B species and no more than 

10% coverage for other exotic/weed species at the end ol five years. This can be implemenled since the 

Exolic Invasive Plant Removal Plan (E1PRP) (Appendix C7) addresses the removal of exolic invasive 

weeds on a quarterly basis. 

Response to Comment F2-29; 

As staled in the Translocation Plan, fencing and gates would be installed al strategic locations to protect 

the dudleya translocation and enhancement areas. The fences and gates would be installed prior lo 

implementation of the Translocation Plan, The Cily's Mitigation Monitoring slaff has been and would 

continue lo be actively involved in reviewing the adequacy of the identified mitigalion measures. 

Response to Comment F2-30: 

The scrub oaks are not mature, given that they only began growing after Ihe Cedar fire in 2003. Since they 

are immature, the need for the higher mitigation ratio Ihat may be required for impacts to mature scmb oaks 

is not applicable. As addressed in the Nuttall's Scrub Oak Mitigation Plan, protective cages would be 

placed around the plants to avoid herbivores, and Ihe number of Quercus dumosa being provided already 

adequately compensates for reasonably anlicipaled die-off during Ihe five-year monitoring period, thus 

propagating a larger number of Quercus dumosa is not required lo lessen the impact to a less-than-

significanl level. In an effort to maximize Ihe poiential for at least ten Nuttall's scrub oaks lo grow to 

maturity, MM 4,3.1 has been modified lo provide for planting of an additionat twenty Nuttall's scrub oaks 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 (LETTER F2) (Gontinuid) 

Response to Comment F2-30: (cont'd.) 

wiihin APN 366-031-14, near the concentration of Ihose planis already located in that parcel. The 

protective cages used (or ihe plantings already reduce the poiential for restriction of lateral growlh by 

requiring appropriately sized mesh on the cages sufficienl lo facilitate laleral plant growth, thus no 

adjuslment is necessary, 
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Ms. Shearer-Nguyen (FWS/CDFG- SAN-0aB0434^08TA0473) 

protective cages are used for plantings, adjustments should be made to reduce the potential for 
reslricdng the laleral growth. 

Comment 
Letter F2 

(cont'd.) 

F2-30 
(cont'd,) 

3, San Diego Coast Banel Cactus 
The translocation plan states "Also, coasl banel cactus will bc translocated in excess of the impact 
amount to compensate for mortality and funher the increase the probability of success". It is unclear 
from this stalement if additional cacti arc being collected beyond the 95 that identified to be impact 
by the proposed Project. Furthermore, page 4 ofthe aforementioned plan states that 160 cacti would 
be removed from an area that falls witliin the future developmeni zone. Provide clarification within 
the DEIR as to the tota] proposed impacis to San Diego coast banel cactus. Impact numbers to all 
SSC should accurately be reponed throughout the DEIR. 

Exolic Invasive Plant Removal Plan (EIPRP) 

1. Perennial pepperweed (Lepidium latifolium) has previously been reported near Kumeyaay Lake in 
Mission Trails Regional Park. Wc recommend that this species be included in Table 1 of the EIPRP. 
As pan of adaptive management strategy associated with this plan, we also recommend that 
moniioring and reporting of high priority invasives involve notification tothe County of San Diego's 
Department of Agriculture Weed Management Area Coordinator for county-wide tracking purposes. 

Other CEQA Requirements 

There are multiple examples within the Biological Technical Report where thc quantified acres of 
habitat impacts outlined in project related tables do not conespond to the same habitat acreage impacts 
referenced wiihin the nanative. Consequently, there is inaccurate impact data that has besn incorporated 
into the DEIR analysis. The DEIR should contain accurately summarized technical data, which 
sufficiently permits a full assessmeni of significant environmental impacts by govemmental decision­
makers and the public. In order to ensure that Ihe impacts are accurately disclosed as part of thc CEQA 
review process, we recommend reevaluating the data provided in thc DEIR and conecting inaccuracies 
in the final EIR: 

• The impacted acreage (outside the MHPA) referenced on page 32 of lhc Biological Technical 
Report, does not correspond lo acreage impacts reported in Table 7 {Table 7 sums are inconect) 
wiihin said report. 

• Acreage values reported in Table 4 (category - Diegan and disturbed coastal sage scmb outside 
MHPA) of the Biological Technical Repon. does not conespond to the conesponding acreage 
value reported in Table 7. 

• The impact acreage totals mentioned under section heading I. Vegetation Community Impacts 
(page 32 of Biological Technical Report) does not conespond to impact lotal calculated in Table 
4 (column heading - Inside MHPA/Outside MHPA) for this same report. 

• Attachment 2 within the Biological Technical Report does not correspond to the Sycamore 
Canyon Landfill DEIR (i.e., enclosed Table enutled: SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES WITH THE 
POTENTIAL FOR OCCURRENCE WITH THE 45™ AND BOSTON CANYON SURVEY 
AREA). Subsequently, no master list of wildlife species detected or observed for evaluation 
purposes has been provided in the DEIR. Please provide the conect list of wildlife species 
observed for the subject project. 

F2-31 

F2-32 

F2-33 

F2-34 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 (LETTER F2) (continuid) 

Response to Comment F2-31; 

A total of 95 specimens of coast barrel cactus would be affected in the area of impact. Another 65 barrel 

cactus are subject to impacts under PDP/SDP 40-0765 [i.e., located in currently undeveloped portions of 

the approved staged development plan area). As a project feature, the applicant would translocate 65 

barrel cactus, for a lotal to be translocated of 160. To summarize, the Project would impacl 95 barrel 

cactus, and would translocate 160 barrel cactus, through both mitigation and as a project feature. 

Response to Comment F2-32; 

As requesled by the comment, the Exotic Invasive Plant Removal Plan (EIPRP) for Ihe Sycamore Landfill 

Master Plan Project (2006) has been revised lo include perennial pepperweed [Lepidium latifolium) in the 

list of exolic species detected or likely to occur wiihin or adjacent to the SLI parcels, Table 1. Moreover, as 

requested in the comment, Ihe monitoring and reporting of high priority invasives in the EIPRP has been 

revised lo include notification to the County of San Diego's Departmenl of Agriculture Weed Management 

Area Coordinator for county-wide tracking purposes. 

Response to Comment F2-33; 

Revisions lo the Biological Technical Report and to the EIR has been made in accordance wilh the specific 

commenls provided below in Commenls 34 and 35. 

Response lo Comment F2-34: 

Regarding Ihe comment at bullet 1, Tables 4 and 7 and the discussion in Ihe texl of the Biological Technical 

Report, page 32, regarding impacted acreage (outside the MHPA) have been revised to 39.59 acres, 

consisient with Attachment 6. 

Regarding the commenf at bullet 2, Tables 4 and 7 and the discussion in the Biological Technical Report 

text regarding Diegan and disturbed coastal sage scrub outside the MHPA have been revised to 15,37 

acres, consistent with Attachment 6, 

Regarding Ihe comment at bullet 3, Tables 4 and 7 and the discussion in on page 32 of Ihe Biological 

Technical Report regarding vegeiation community impacts have been revised consistent wilh Attachment 6. 

Regarding the comment at bullet 4, an incorrect table from anoiher project was inadvertently included as 

Attachment 2. Attachment 2 has since been revised lo include provide the correct list of wildlife species 

observed or delected on Ihe Projecl sile, and is included in [he FEIR, Sensilive plant species observed or 

with potential to occur were and are provided in Altachment 3, 
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Comment 
Letter F2 

(cont'd.) 

Page 32 - Mule fat scrub is not included in nanative of vegctadon commumty impacts. 
21.82 acres of chamise chaparral impacis is referenced on page 39 of the Biological Technical 
Repon, whereas 11.47 acres is referenced in Table 4 of the same report (DEIR states 10.61 
acres). Furthermore, Table 4 slates 2.14 acres native grassland impact, whereas 0,48 acre impact 
(under seclion heading 3. Sensitive Biological Resource Impacis) is referenced in ihe narrative. 
Likewise, Ihe acreage totals for Diegan and disturbed coastal sage scmb reported in Table 4 does 
nol correspond to acreage lotals for Ihis habitat calegory in the narrative (under section heading 
3. Sensilive Biological Resource Impacts). 
Per Attachment 6 of the Biological Technical Report, the impact acreage total for MHPA -
Landfill expansion and ancillary facilities sum to 14,69 acres, whereas impact acreage in Section 
/ Multi-Habitat Planning Area (page 45) ofthis same report, mentioned 13.85 acres of MHPA 
lands. 
Reporting enors exist for impacl acres between Attachment 6 and impact acres reported in. 
Section/ Multi-Habitat Planning Area (page 45 of the Biological Technical Report). For 
example, 13.58 acres of long-term impact (Attachment 6 -row heading long-term impacl only for 
MHPA), whereas 11.43 acres of long-term impact (20.06% of MHPA reported) is stated in 
nanative. Furthermore, Attachment 6 references 6.96 acres of long-term impacis to Tier IH and 
IV habitats, whereas narrative states 5.88 acres for the respective Tiers. 
Under section heading I. Vegetation Community Impacts (page 62, Biological Technical Repoit), 
the permanent impacl acreage (inside/outside MHPA) mentioned within nanative does not 
conespond to impact acres referenced in Table 9 of thc same report. 
Table 9 (i.e., Biological Technical Report) includes an impact to native grassland (Structures and 
Access Roads) outside the MHPA; however, Table 10 within tbe same report does not reference 
thai impacl. All mitigalion acreages meniioned in section fl. Mitigalion Measures should 
conespond to midgation requirements referenced in Table 10, along with conesponding to 
mitigation measure referenced in the DEIR. 
The impacl acreages meniioned under seclion heading/ Multi-Habitat Planning Area (i.e., 
Biological Technical Report) does not conespond to acreage impact in Attachment 6 (e.g., 14.08 
long-lerm transmission line relocation impacts does not correspond to impact values reported in 
Attachment 6). 
The required mitigation (15.37 acres) for coaslal sage scmb (LF outside MHPA) identified in 
Table 4.3-3 of the DEIR does nol correspond to miligation acreage referenced in Table 7 of the 
Biological Technical Report (i.e., 14,84 acres). 
In Table 7 (Biological Technical Report) the impacis column beading Tolal Inside MHPA does 
not match the Impact Totals-MHPA category reported in Table 4.3-3 of the DEIR. Furthermore. 
Total Oulside MHPA teponed in Table 7 does not correspond to Totals- Non-MHPA reported in 
Table 4.3-3. It would be beneficial if the impacts to sensilive vegetation communities identified 
in the biological technical appendix conesponded lo biological impact data referenced in thc 
DEIR; including total impacts for all sensitive habitat categories (e.g., required mitigalion). 
The impact acreages mendoned in seclion heading 4.3.4.3 Significance of Impact, oflhe DEIR 
does not conespond to the values in Table 4.1,1 Sycamore Landfill Master Plan-Masier Table 
of Areas. 

F2-35 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10,2000 (LETTER F2) (continu«q 

Response to Comment F2-35: 

Regarding the comment at bullet 1, page 32 of the Biological Technical Report text has been revised lo 

include mule fat scrub in the lisi of vegetation community impacts. 

Regarding the comment al bullet 2, the 11.47 acre value for chamise chaparral in Table 4 is correct, as 

shown in Attachment 6, and the text of the Biological Technical Report, page 41, as well as Ihe EIR have 

been revised consistenl with Allachmenl 6 lo be consistenl. The 2,14 acres of nalive grassland listed in 

Table 4 is correct, and the text on page 41 of Ihe Technical Report has been revised to match. 

Regarding the comment at bullet 3, the lexl in Ihe Biological Technical Report is correct. This text refers to 

13.86 acres of impact to sensilive habitats; whereas the impact total of 14.68 acres refers to all impacled 

habitals, including bolh sensilive and non-sensitive habitats. 

Regarding the comment at bullet 4, the lexl, now on pages 47 and 48, has been revised to reflect these 

corrected numbers, 13.58 and 6.96 acres. 

Regarding the comment at bullet 5, Tables 4 and 7 and the discussion the text in Ihe Biological Technical 

Report, now page 64, has been revised to 0.21 acre of sensitive habilats impacled wiihin the MHPA, and 

0.34 acre outside Ihe MHPA, for a lotal of 0.55 acre, consistent with Table 9 regarding impacted acreage 

have been revised consistent with Attachment 6. Table 9, however, does show 0,01 acre of developed 

land, which would be affected by the Projecl, increasing the total lo 0,56 acre. 

Regarding the comment at bullet 6, Ihe values for long-lerm impact by Ihe transmission line to DCSS/NG 

habitat within the MHPA has been revised from 0.02 to 0.01 acres, consisient with the biology master lable, 

Altachment 6 in EIR Appendix C l . The miligation requiremeni has been revised to 0.02 acres in the text in 

Section B, consisient with the value in revised Table 10, These values are now consistenl wilh those 

provided inthe EIR, 

Regarding the comment at bullet 7, the 14.08 acre value in Ihe text of the Biological Technical Report (page 

47) hasbeen revised lo 13.58 acres, consistent wilh Attachment 6. 
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m^vz-:: RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/ 

STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10,2008 (LETTER F2) (continued) 

Response to Comment F2-35: (cont'd,) 

Regarding the commeni al bullet 8,15.37 acres of impact and mitigation for CSS habitat in EIR Table 4,3-3 

is consistent wiih the 14,84 acres of CSS plus 0,53 acres of disturbed CSS referenced in is correct and 

consistent with Altachment 6, Tables 4 and 7 of the Biological Technical Report have been revised to show 

15.37 acres of impact to CSS habitat, 

Regarding the comment at bullet 9, the dala tables for impact to MHPA habitats in the Biological Technical 

Repori and the EIR have been revised consistent with Altachment 6. The lotal acreage in Tables 7 of the 

Biological Technical Report and 4,3-3 of the EIR do not match because they reflect different information. 

Table 7 includes all vegetation communities wiihin and oulside MHPA, whereas Table 4,3-3 includes only 

sensitive upland communities. In addition, Table 7 refiecls only Landfill and Ancillary Facilities, whereas 

Table 4,3-3 also includes the Transmission Lines, 

Regarding the commeni at bullet 10, the values in Section 4.3.4.3 are correct; Ihey were derived from the 

biology master lable, Attachment 6 in EIR Appendix C l . Several values in EIR Table 4,1-1 have been 

adjusled to ensure consistency wilh Atlachment 6, .The only difference now is that the 11.77 acre value in 

the text shows as 11.86 acres in Table 4.1-1, and 38,29 acres shows as 38,38 acres in Table 4.1-1, a 

consequence of the 0.09 acres of wetland habitat included in Table 4.1-1, and NOT included in the upland 

habitats listed in Table 4.3-3, and in the cited text. 

The above revisions lo the EIR merely clarify the EIR, and does not constitute new, significant information; 

therefore, recirculation is not required. 
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Comment 
Letter SI 

MABCO Rnn BUOWN ; March 25, 2008 
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RECEIVED 
MAR 2 5 7008 

STATE CLEANING HOUSE 

\M 

Ms Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
CityofSanDiego 
1222 First Avenue, MS-501 
SanDiego, CA 92101-4135 

Subject; SCH No. 2003041057 - A Draft Environmental Impacl Report for 
a proposed Master Plan io provide additional landfill disposal 
capacity at Sycamore Landfill, Solid Wasle Facilily Permil 
(SWFP) No. 37-AA-0023, City of San Diego, County of San 
Diego 

Dear Ms Shearer-Nguyen: 

Thank you for allowing the California Inlegrated Wasle Management Board's 
(Board) staff lo provide comments for Ihis proposed project and for your agency's 
considcraiionof these commenls as part oflhe Califomia Environmental Quality 
Acl (CEQA) process. 

Board staffhas reviewed the environmental document ciled above and offers the 
following project descriplion, analysis and our recommendations for the proposed 
project based on our understanding ofthe project, Iflhe Board's projecl 
description varies subslanlially from ihe project as understood by the Lead 
Agency, Board staff requests incorporalion ofany significant differences in the 
Final Environmenial Impact Report. 

PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The City of San Diego Devciopment Services Deparlmenl, acting as Lead 
Agency, has prepared and circulated a Draft Environmental Impact Repon 
proposing lo: 

• increase landfill capacity from 71 million cubic yards to 157 million cubic 
yards; 

• phased increase in daily tonnage limits for Municipal Solid Waste up to 
13,000 tons per day in 2025, allhough annual tonnage cuirently is limiled by 
the Franchise Agreement at 3965 Ions per day; 

S1-1 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE 

IVIANAGEMENT BOARD, SIGNED BY RAYMOND M. SEAMANS, DATED MARCH 25, 2008 

(LETTER 51} 

Response to Comment S1-1: 

Commeni noted. This commeni summarizes the EIR's Project description and summary of impacts, and 

does not comment on the adequacy of the EIR, Nole that the CIWMB table titled "Entitlement for 

Sycamore Landfill' should be revised. The center column should be labeled "Current Entitlements 2006 

SWFP" since the current Solid Wasle Facility Permit (SWFP) was issued in 2006, nol 2004 as the CIWMB 

had labeled it. In Row 4, Column 1, Ihe heading should read "Maximum Permitted Municipal Solid Waste 

Tonnage for Disposal" to make clear that the number lisled in that raw is only related lo municipal solid 

wasle to be disposed of in the landfill. Also, Ihe maximum numbers for each tonnage currently lisled in the 

Ihird column of that table should be revised to reflecl the maximum enlitlement - currently reflected in the 

table's footnoles. For example, Ihe maximum municipal solid waste to be authorized would be 13,000 tpd, 

and lhal number should be reflected on the table in column 3. The footnote to the table should similarly be 

revised lo reflect that the tonnage increases over time, beginning at 6800 tpd upon Projecl approval; 9400 

tpd in 2010, etc. The phasing in the Project has not changed from that listed in the EIR, and all Iraffic 

improvements and other mitigation measures required before tonnage can increase remain in place. The 

City agrees Ihat the fact an aclion is not prohibited does not mean il has been approved. In addition, the 

heading on row 14, column 1 should be revised to "Maximum Permitled Tickets Per Day", and the numbers 

in column 3 of lhal row changed accordingly. A table reflecting these revisions is set forth below. 
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DHIR Sycamore Landfill March 25,2008 

• new long lerm disturbance of less lhan 39 acres of addiiional sensitive habilal 
resulling from proposed development ofthe landfill, landfill ancillary 
facilities und relocalion of transmission lines with an approximate 26 acre 
increase in Ihe disposal footprint; 

• a vertical expansion of 167 feet to a maximum elevation of 1050 feel above 
mean sea level; 

• estimaled closure dale of 2028, depending on limils eslablished by the 
Franchise Agreement; 

• increased hours of operation; 
• relocation of power iransmission lines; 
• continued processing and removal of aggregate materials; 
• processing of green and wood waste; 
• processing of construclion and demolition materials; 
• composting; 
• future expansion ofthe exist co-generalion plant and 
• increasing solid wasie imckloads to 1295 per day from 7 pm to 7 am not to 

exceed 259 per hour. 

Entitlement for Sycamore Landfill 

Comment 
Letter S1 

(cont'd.) 

Tolal Pcnnitied Acreage 
Permiited Disposal 

Acreage 
Total Capacity 

Maximum Permilled 
Tonnage for Disposal 

Construction and 
Demolition Debris 

Greens 
Imported Base Material 

Class B Biosolids 
Other Recyclables 

Tota! Material Received 

Peak Elevalion 

Maximum Deplh 

Eslimaled Closure 
Maximum Permilled 

Vehicles per Day 

HoursofOpcralion 

Cuneni Entitlements 
2004 SWFP 

491 acres 

324 acres 

71 mcy 

3965 Ions per day 

883 feel above mean sea 
level 

434 feel above mean sea 
level 
2031 

620 

6:00 AM-4:30 PM M-F 
6:00 AM- 4:00 PM S-S 

Proposed Ent ill em ents 

519 acres 

358.2 acres 

151 mcy 

6800 tons per day1 

500 tons per day2 

650 ions per day' 
400 tons per day 
400 ions per day* 

7 tons per day" 
9000 tons per day' 

1050 feet above mean sea 
level 

No change 

202S 

1520] 

24 hours per day 

S1-1 
(cont'd.) 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE 

MANAGEMENT BOARD, SIGNED BY RAYMOND M. SEAMANS, DATED MARCH 25, 2008 

(LETTER Sl) (cominued) 

Response to Comment S1-1: (com'd) 

Entitlement for Sycamore Landfill 

Tolal Permitted Acreage 

Permiltec) Disposal Acreage 

Tolal Capacily 

Maximum Permitled MSW Tonnage for Disposal 

Construction and Demolition Debris 

Greens 

Imporled Base Material 

Class B Biosolids 

Other Recyclables 

Total Material Received 

Peak Elevation 

Maximum Depth 

Eslimaled Closure 

Maximum Permitled Tickets per Day 

Hours of Operation 

Current Entitlements 
2006 SWFP 

491 acres 

324 acres 

71 mcy 

3,965 tons per day 

883 feet AMSL 

434 feel AMSL 

2031 

620 

6:00 AM-4 :30 PM M-F 
6:00 AM-4 :00 PM S-S 

Proposed Enlittemenls 

519 acres 

35S.2 acres 

157 mcy 

13,000 tons per day1 

958 tons per day2 

1,246 tons perday* 

400 tons per day 

766 tons per days 

13 tons perday6 

16,700 Ions per day7 

1,050 feet AMSL 

No change 

2028 

2,650* 

24 hours per day 

Notes: 
6,B00 tons pet day at Project approval, 9.400 ions per day in 2010, 10.700 Ions per day in 2015, 11,800 Ions per day In 
2030 and 13,000 Ions per day in 2025 and iherealier, unlit closure, 
Eslimaled 3% per year increase Irom 500 ions per day al Project approval, reaching up lo 877 Ions per day in 2025 and 
958 tons per day in 2028. 
Peak number ol tickets. This number would escalate with increases in tonnage from 1,250 al Project approval lo 1,900 in 
2010/2011, 2,100 in 2015/2016, 2,600 in 2020/2021 and 2,650 Irom 2025/2026 unlil closure. 
Estimaled lout percenl per year increase, Irom 650 al Projecl approval. Reaching up lo 1,140 Ions per day in 2025 and 
1,24610ns per day in 2028. 
Eslimaled four percent per year increase, Irom 400 Ions pet day al Project approval. Reaching up to 701 Ions per day In 
2025 and 7E6 Ions per day in 2028, 
Increasing to 13 tons per day in 2028, (rom 7 al Project apptoval. 
Increasing to 16,700 tons pet day in 2028, Irom 9.000 Ions pet day at Ptoject approval. Daily lotals tounded up. 

I V U I I M D M - I X M U W ) DOTSlCrrreslSm Oinp - C / I ^ O M M H N T LETTERSMJHR Symmoio U/iddll }1-AA41111 )-:).ilm: 
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9,400 lom pet day in 2010, 10.700 lani pci day in 2015. ll.SOO ions pet day in 2020 and 
13,000 ions pet day in 202S and ihcriafter. until closure, 
Estimaled lht« petcent pet year incicasc, reaching up lo S77 totu p«r day in 202S and 
OSS ions pet day in M S . 
Peik number of vehicle found trip, one trip in and one trip oul would equal a round trip. 
This number would esealilc with increases in tonnage to 2,635 in 2010/2011, 2,925 in 
2015/2016, 3,170 in 2020/7021 aud 3,440 from 202V2026 until closure, 
Eslimaled Tour percent per year increase. Reaching up to 1.140 tons per day in 2025 and 
1,246 ions per day in 2028. 
Eslimaled four percenl per year inctease. Reaching up Io 701 Ions per day in 2025 and 
766 ions per day in 2028. 
Increasing to 13 ions per day in 2028. 
Increasing lo 16,700 tons per day in 2028. Daily loiaIs rounded up. 

There were seven areas where impacis were considered significant, with 
mitigalion, four of those impacled areas were considered less than significant and 
three were considered Significant and Unmiiigalable: 

Less lhan Significanl wiih Mitigalion 

• Land Use 

• Biological Resources (all olher) 

• PaleonlologicalResources 

• Noise 

Significant and Unmiiigalable 

• Landform AI teral ion/Visual Quality 
• Biological Resources (cumulative impacts to Nalive Grasslands) 

• Ttaffic/Circulation/Paiking 
• Air Quality/Odor and cumulative impacts to Greenhouse Gascs/Climale 

Change 

BOARD S T A F F ' S C O M M E N T S 

As a Responsible Agency for Solid Waste Facilities Petrnit concurrence, Board 
siaff will conduct an environmenial analysis for this project, using Ihe Draft 
Environmcniai Impacl Repon developed by lhc Lead Agency, in accordance with 
Title 14, California Code of Regulations (14 CCR), Seclion 15096. To assist in 
our review oflhe Draft Environmental Impact Report for Solid Waste Facilities 
Permit concunence purposes, Board slaff request ihat ihe following commenls 
and questions be considered and addressed in ihe Final Environmental Impact 
Repori. 

For clarity and convenience, questions and comments that Board stafTis seeking a 
specific response lo will be italicized so the reader can more easily locale and 
respond to ihem. Board staiTwill aiso make slatemenls thai in their opinion are 
fact, if those stalements are inconect or unclear please nolify Board staff. Bythe 
environmental document not specifically prohibiting an action or activity lhal 
does not give tacit approval to perform that action or activily. 

Comment 
Letter S1 

(cont'd.) 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE 

MANAGEMENT BOARD, SIGNED BY RAYMOND M. SEAMANS, DATED MARCH 25,2008 

(LETTER SI) (coniinuM) 

Response to Commont S1-2: 

This comment summarizes the California Integrated Waste Management Board's (CIWMB) role as a 

responsible agency under CEQA and references the fact il has more specific commenls and questions later 

in the lelter, The specific responses lo those commenls and questions follows the specific commenls and 

questions, sel forth in Responses lo Comments S1-3 through S1-16 below. 

S1-1 
(cont'd. 

S1-2 

IktAlluaflVCEQAUW) IXX'MTntslSin Uiieo- CiiyTOMMtNT LtTl KKMUCIK S)*a™ic Landlill JI-AAJWJ) M i due 
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DEIR Sycamore Landfill 

' ? 9 S V t * y Slalfenient of Overriding Considerations 

Comment 

Match 25, 20OS L e t t e r O I 

(cont'd.) 

Significant impacts after mitigalion to the environment have been identified in ihe 
area of Landform Alleraiion/Visual Qualily. Biological Resources (cumulalivc 
impacis to Nalive Grasslands), Traffic/Circulation/Parking and Aii Qualily/Odor 
and cumulalive impacis to Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change. Please forward 
the Stalement of Overriding Considerations to ihe Board prior to adoption by the 
approving agency. 

Final Elevation 

The environmenial document indicated that the final elevalion is 1050 feel above 
mean sea level - is ihat \viih or wilhout final cover? If it is not witb final cover 
whal will he the elevation at closure wilh final cover? 

Pcririiltcd Sile 

Thc environmenial document indicates thai the sile is 493 acres prior to ihis 
expansion; the current Solid Waste Facility Perniil indicates the silc lo bc 491 
acres. IVhat is ihe cont-cl permitted sile acreage? 

Altemalive Daily Cover 

The environmental document indicates lhai only ground greens and wood waste 
will be used for Alternative Daily Cover. Are there any olher types alternative 
daily cover anlicipaled for use? There are a number of types of Alternative Daily 
Cover approved by the Board; to he used there needs to be a sile specific 
analysis. 

Acceplancc of Wasle 

Sycamore Landfill may accepl all lype of wastes allowed under 27 CCR Scciions 
20220 and 20230, including dewaiered sludge, water Ireatment sludge and 
incinerator ash. 

Traffic/Peak Traffic 

On page ES-4 il is slated "Limiting of (7:00 PM to 7:00 AM) solid waste 
truckloads to 129S per day and no more lhan 259 per hour (noise)." It appears 
that solid waste is only received between 7:00 PM and 7:00 AM. Please clarify 
what ihe peak traffic entering the landfil! on a daily basis, including any 
limilalions. 

S1-3 

S1-4 

S1-5 

S1-6 

S1-7 

S1-8 

UiMlmlKhQAUmiXX'SVUULTOuDicce-niyVOMMKHI l.l-:rrHlSTnEJRSlciini»cljairhllJl-AA«I)l-moc 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE 

MANAGEMENT BOARD, SIGNED BY RAYMOND M. SEAMANS, DATED MARCH 25, 2008 

(LETTER SI) (cominuedj 

Response to Commeni S1-3: 

The City will provide Ihe draft Candidate Findings and draft Statement of Overriding Considerations lo the 

CIWMB; however, the document is not final unlil adopled by the City Council, 

Response to Comment S1-4: 

The 1,050-foot AMSL proposed maximum elevation includes the final cover. 

Response to Comment Sl-5; 

At least two environmental documents use 493 acres (1999 Negative Declaration (ND), 2002 Mitigated 

Negative Declaration (MND)), and to be consistenl with that prior acreage the EIR used the 493 acreage 

number as well. The 491-acre number from the SWFP is consistent with the acres as determined by Ihe 

San Diego County Assessor (491.25 acres) and the Project engineer (491,22 acres). As a result, the EIR 

has been revised lo reflect the 491 acre number. The 2-acre difference is immaterial lo the impact 

analysis. 

Response lo Comment S1'6: 

Section 2.3.1,4 of the EIR states "In Ihe future, SLI may apply to the LEA and Ihe RWQCB for approval to 

use other listed ADCs, under procedures sel for Ihe materials covered by the regulations in Title 27. These 

approved ADCs presently include geo-synthetic fabric producls, foam products, processed green malerial, 

sludge and sludge derived materials, ash and cement kiln dust materials, treated auto shredder wasle, 

contaminated sediments, dredged spoils, construction and demolition wastes and shredded tires.' SLI 

intends to use any of these products in Ihe fulure for alternate daily cover. The analysis of the use of each 

of these alternative daily cover (ADC) materials was found not to create any significanl impacts, as is 

discussed in Ihe FEIR in Section 7,9, It is the intent of SLI thai this EIR be the CEQA environmental 

documeni for the site-specific analysis ol each of the listed alternate daily cover materials. 

The following text has been added lo Section 3.2.2.5 - Operational Practices on page 3-36: "In the future, 

SLI may apply to the LEA and the RWQCB for approval to use olher listed ADCs, under procedures sel for 

the materials covered by the regulations in Title 27. These approved ADCs presently include geo-synthetic 

fabric producls, foam products, processed green malerial, sludge and sludge derived materials, ash and 

cement kiln dusl maierials, treated auto shredder waste, contaminated sediments, dredged spoils, foundry 

sands, energy resource exploration and production wasle, compost, construction and demolition wasles, 

shredded tires, and soils with conlaminants other than petroleum hydrocarbons which has been approved 

for use as a landfill daily cover by the RWQCB and any olher governmental agencies from which approval 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE 

MANAGEMENT BOARD, SIGNED BY RAYMOND M. SEAMANS, DATED MARCH 25,2008 

(LETTER SI) leontlnutd) 

Response to Comment S1-6: (cont'd.) 

is required. The applicant intends to use any of these materials/products in the future for ADC, The 

analysis of the use of each of these ADC materials has been more specifically called ou! in section 7.9 in 

the FEIR. It is the inlent of the Appiicani that this EIR be ihe CEQA environmenial document for the site-

specific analysis of each of the listed alternate daily cover maierials.' 

Response to Comment S1-7: 

Commeni noled. Seclion 2,3,1.1, Exisiing Landfill Design, describes Sycamore Landlill as a Class III 

landfill and explains lhal Sycamore Landfill is approved lo accept and/or manage all wasles under Sections 

20220 and 20230 of Title 27 of the California Code of Regulalions, In addilion, Section 3.2.2.5 of the EIR 

has been revised lo state that 'the operational practices related to disposal of solid waste under Ihe new 

master plan would not vary significantly from current practices as described in seciions 2,3.1.1, 2.3.1.4 and 

2.3.1.5.' 

Response lo Comment S1-B; 

Proposed peak traffic entering the landfill on a daily basis would be 3,040 vehicles (6,080 ADT) as shown 

on EIR Tables 3.2-4 and 4,4-2. Ofthis, no more than 1,295 trucks would be allowed to enter in the evening 

or at night (i.e., between the hours of 7:00 PM and 7:00 AM). In addilion, no more lhan 259 of these 1,295 

Irucks would be allowed to enter in any given hour from 7:00 PM to 7:00 AM. 
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' r ' ^ J \*''P}*!*'*81 Capacity 

Comment 
Maich25'™8 L e t t e r S 1 

(cont'd.) 

On page 3-2 it is slated ihat "volumetric capacity would be increased by 
approximately 86 million cubic yards." If you add the exisiing 71 million cubic 
yards lo ihe approximalely 86 million cubic yards you get approximately 157 
million cubic yards, not the 151 million cubic yards as slated in mulliple locations 
ihroughoul ihe environmental documeni. Please clarify the actual approximate 
number of cubic yards of volumetric capacily afler ihis proposed expansion. 

Composting 

As far a requiring an addiiional permii lo compost al a fully pemiitted landfill, 
none would be required al ihis lime, ihe composting would be done under ihe full 
Solid Waste Faciliiies Permil for landfill operations. This is subjecl to change and 
ihe final decision would be made by the Local Enforcement Agency. 

Ai such time as this sile is permitled as a full Solid Waste Facility to compost, an 
Odor Impact Minimization Plan musl be prepared. Information can be found at 
hilp://\vww.ciwmb.ca.eov/reeulaiions/Tille14M\31.himtiariicle3 or refer io 
I4CCR Seclion 17863.4. 

Board slaff recommends that since there appears lo be odor impacts from the 
exisiing landfill operations an Odor Impact Minimization Plan mighl be 
developed now for use in minimizing present odors. 

Peak Tonnage 

The lable presented (Table 3.2-3) lists all the lypes of material to be received by 
the landfill by tonnage. The last two columns, column 9 and 10 reference average 
tonnages. Board slaff needs to have specific or peak tonnages per day Please 
eilher disclose the peak tonnages or affirm lhal ihe "averages " are in fact ihe 
peak tonnages lo he received on a daily basis. Whal is the peak tonnage of 
aggregate leaving the sile on a daily basis, if known? 

Board slaffis oflhe underslanding lhal ihe peak daily tonnage for Municipal 
Solid Waste would escalate periodically beginning al 6800 Ions per day. The 
environmental document stales "Of course, the actual tonnage accepted on a daily 
basis would vary, wilh ihe 13.000 tpd representing the maximum amounl Ihat 
could be accepled on any given day." Is it Ihe intenl lhal ihe peak lonnage is 
13,000 ions per day from ihe lime this environmenial document is certified and a 
new Solid Waste Facilities Permil is concurred on by the Board? Ifnot, please 
clarify the peak tonnages for Municipal Solid Waste, 

S1-9 

S1-10 

S1-11 

S1-12 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE 

MANAGEMENT BOARD, SIGNED BY RAYMOND M, SEAMANS, DATED MARCH 25, 2008 

(LETTER SI) (conllnuedl 

Response to Comment Sl-9: 

Bolh in the first bullet in Section 3,2,1 and in EIR table 3.2-1, the approximate total landfill volume is 

misstated. The actual Project landfill capacily should be approximately 157 mcy, not 151 mcy. This has 

been corrected in Section 3.2.2,3 of the FEIR, The first sentence in Section 3,2.2,3 has been corrected to 

read, 'The estimaled tolal volumelric capacity of Sycamore Landfill, if developed according lo the master 

plan, is approximately 157 million cubic yards (mcy),' 

Response to Comment Sl-10: 

Comment noted. The Project expecis to submit a supplemental applicalion lo the Air Pollution Control 

District (APCD) for composting operations wilh screen units before beginning composting. Before 

beginning composting, per the CIWMB requirement, the appiicani would confirm that an adequate Odor 

Impact Minimizalion Plan had been prepared. As described in Section 4,7,3 of ihe EIR, the landfill has 

made significanl efforts lo minimize odors from exisiing operations, including through preparation and 

impiemenlalion of Sycamore Landfill's Odor Managemenl Plan, submitted to the LEA in conformance with 

14 CCR Section 17863.4, a copy of which is found in Appendix 8 of Appendix G (Odor Assessment), It is 

conlained in Volume II of the Technical Appendices to the EIR. 

Response to Comment Sl-11: 
The heading of column 9 in Table 3,2-3 is corred, showing the expected averages. The last column 

heading has been revised to read, "Requesled Daily Tonnage Limit.' It is this column thai discloses the 

peak tonnages to be received on a daily basis. It is not anticipated lhal more than 6000 Ions per day of 

aggregate would be removed from Ihe site. 

Response to Comment S1-12; 

Initiaily the peak tonnage of municipal solid waste (MSW) received would be 6,800 tpd with Ihe total of all 

wastes and materials having a peak of 9,000 tpd, ll is the intent that at full buildout the peak lonnage (or 

solid waste be 13,000 tons per day (16,700 tpd for all waste streams received) from the time the 

environmental document is certified and a new Solid Waste Facility permil is concurred on by the CIWMB 

and issued by LEA, subject to the stepped miligation measures to be implemented as each higher level of 

lonnage is reached. 
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Comment 
March IS. 2003 1-6116 f O 1 

(cont'd.) 

,. —. •- - ^•HoursofOpcralion 

The Conslniclion and Demolition Debris Processing and Greens Processing will 
operate Monday through Friday, 6 AM ihrough 8 PM. Mainienance Operations are 
anlicipaled lo go on 24 hours per day. Aggregate Operations will continue Monday 
Ihrough Friday 6 AM ihrough 4:30 PM and Saturday 6 AM Ihrough 4 PM. Public 
drop-off and recycling will operate from 7 AM Ihrough 6 PM Monday ihrough 
Saturday. 

This environmenial document leaves operational hours and days of operation 
relatively open and il is nol ihe Board's desire la limil those hours and days of 
operation bin would like io know what is being done und when. As an example, 
when will the landfill working face be "closed" or when will Municipal Solid 
Waste he received? Especially wilh 24 hour operations wiihin a cily or near a 
city, there is thc concern regarding continual impacts from noise, ground shaking, 
air qualily and glare from nighttime operarions io menlion a few. 

Daily Cover 

If there will be continual disposal of waste al the working face, when and under 
what circumstances will daily cover/alternative daily cover he applied? 

Landfill Operations 

In trying to decipher whal days and hours the landfill is lo operate for disposal 
Section 3.2,2.4 states "Actual hours of operation would be set by the Landfill 
General Manager, based on the balancing of many competing operational 
consideraiions." iVhich in Board staff's opinion leaves hours for receipt of 
Municipal Solid Wasie and disposal thereof open for deiermination by the landfill 
operator. Please indicale the hours for ihe receipt of waste. 

Mitigation Measures 

The Miligalion Reponing or Moniioring Program should also indicate lhal 
agencies designated to enforce mitigation measures in the Environmental Impact 
Report have reviewed the Miligation Reporting or Monitoring Program and 
agreed Ihat they have the aulhority and means to accomplish lhc designated 
enforcement responsibilities. 

SUMMARY 

The Board staff thanks ihe Lead Agency for the opportunily to review and 
comment on ihe Draft Environmental Impact Repori and hopes lhal this comment 
letler will be useful to ihe Lead Agency in carrying oul iheir responsibilities in the 
CEQA process. 

S1-13 

S1-14 

S1-15 

S1-16 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE 

MANAGEMENT BOARD, SIGNED BY RAYMOND M. SEAMANS, DATED MARCH 25,2008 

(LETTER S1) (continued} 

Response to Comment S1'13: 

The Projecl proposes operating for up to 24 hours per day, although the exact hours of operalion would 

depend on whal was required in to meel the region's waste disposal needs. It is unlikely that operalions 

would extend to 24 hours per day in the near-term, but lo ensure that all impacts were analyzed and to 

provide the landfill with the necessary flexibility required lo adequately manage Ihe region's waste, 24-hour 

operalions were requesled. 

Response to Comment S1-14: 

When Ihe landfill is operating 24 hours a day, seven days a week, daily or alternate daily cover (ADC) 

would be applied each day during specified hours. ADC also may be applied to areas of disposal cells that 

may require daily cover as fill patterns change. 

Response to Comment S1-15: 

Comment noted, See Response to Comment S1-13, above, As described therein, the EIR's analysis 

covers 24-hour operations, allowing Ihe hours (or receipt of municipal solid waste (MSW) and disposal 

thereof to be up lo the deiermination of the landfill operator based on best management practices, wasle 

disposal needs, traffic considerations, and olher relevanl factors, Limits may be placed on operating hours 

by the CIWMB as part of the SWFP, bul the Project appiicani believes that allowing flexibility in hours to 

meel demand and manage traffic is preferred and in order to have that flexibility requested consideration of 

24-hour-day operating hours as part of its application. 

Response to Comment S1-16: 

As shown in the MMRP, included in Chapter 13 of the FEIR, the agency designated to enforce each ofthe 

miligalion measures is the City of San Diego Development Services Department or other Cily Departments 

or Programs as specified. As Ihe lead agency, Ihe City has reviewed Ihe MMRP and has determined that il 

has Ihe authority and means to accomplish the enforcement of the MMRP, 

InAIIIMfflCtigAttOOIJ CXX'IWmhMjri IJ.<to - Cil/COMMENT LCTTr.RSMJi-.lfl SyomwiUruirill JJ.AA-Mil J.« d« 
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The Board slaff requests copies of any subsequenl environmental documenls 

Comment 
Letter S1 

(cont'd.) 

this 
project. 

Please refer to 14 CCR, § 15094(d) that states: "If lhc proiccl requires 
disc'relionary approvai from any slale agencv, the local lead agencv shall also, 
wiihin five working days of ihis approval, file a copy oflhe notice of 
determination wiih ihe Office of Planning and Research [State Clearinghouse]." 

The Board staff requests that the Lead Agency provide a copy of its responses 10 
ihe Board's comments at least ten days before cenifying lhc Final Environmental 
Impacl Report. Refer lo Public Resource Code, Section 21092.5(a). 

Iflhe document is certified during a public hearing, Board staff requesl ten days 
advance nolicc ofthis hearing, iflhe documeni is certified without a public 
hearing, Board staff requests ten days advance nolification ofthe dale oflhe 
certificalion and projecl approval by Ihe decision-making body. 

If you have any questions regarding these commenls, please conlact me at 
916,341,6728 or e-mail me al rscamansiSjciwmb.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE 

MANAGEMENT BOARD, SIGNED BY RAYMOND M. SEAMANS, DATED MARCH 25, 2008 

(LETTER Slllcontlnued) 

Response to Comment S1-17: 

Pursuant to Section 21092.5(a} of CEQA, the City will provide a copy of the FEIR, which includes the 

Responses to Commenls, to the CIWMB ten days prior to certifying Ihe FEIR, 

S1-17 

Raymond M. Seamans 
Wasle Compliance and Miligation Program 
Permitting and LEA Support Division 
South Branch Permitting 

Environmental Review 
California Integrated Waste Management Board 

cc: BillMarciniak 
Wasle Compliance and Miligalion Program 
Permitting and LEA Support Division 
Soulh Branch Permitting, Region 4 
California Integrated Waste Management Board 

Lillian Conroe, Supervisor 
Wasle Compliance and Miligalion Program 
Pennitling and LEA Support Division 
Soulh Branch Permitting, Region 4 
California Integrated Waste Managemenl Board 
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DEIR Sycamore Landfill March IS, 2008 L e t t e f S 1 

^ V _,-

Bill Prinz, Program Manager 
CilyofSan Diego 
Developmeni Services Department 
1010 Second Avenue. Suite 600 MS 606L 
SanDiego, CA 92101-4998 

Neil Mohr (via email) 

- 8 -
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AJUJOLD SCHWARZENEGGER 

GOVERKQR 

Date: 

To: 

From; 

Re: 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

OR'S OFFICE O/PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT 

Memorandum 

March 24, 2008 

Al! Reviewing Agencies 

Scott Morgan, Senior Planner 

SCH #2003041057 

Sycamore Landfill MasterPlan 

Comment 

Letter 8 2 / 5 ^ 

& 
CYNTHIA BHYAHT 

DIKICTCR 

The Lead Agency has correcled some information regarding the above-mentioned 

project. Please see the attached maierials for more specific infonnation, Al! other projeci 

informaiion remains the same. 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA, GOVERNOR'S 

OFFICE QF PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT, SIGNED 

BY TERRY ROBERTS, DATED MARCH 24, 2008 (LETTER S2) 

Response to Comment S2-1: 

Comment noted, In this transmittal, OPR documenls the correction made by the City of San Diego to 

previously identified public review dates. This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, thus no 

response is required. 

S2-1 

Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
CilyofSan Diego 
1222 First Avenue. MS-501 
SanDiego, CA 92101-4135 

1400 10th Streel P.O, Box 3D44 Sacramento, California 95312-3044 
(SIS) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-301S www.oor.ca.ROV 
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Comment 
Letter S2 

(cont'd.) 

March 24, 2008 

Ms, Laura Lynn Gilmore 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

SENT VIA FASOMHrE 

*ECE;vE 

MAR 
D 

Z * 200fl 

'SWTBCU* 
ifl/NG Housej 

SUBJECT: Draft Enviionmental Impact Report for the Sycamore LandfUl Master Plan 
(Ptoject No. 5617/SCH No. 2003041057) 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The City of San piego's Land Development Review Division submitted thc above referenced 
project to the State Clearinghouse as required per CEQA Section 15085. The Notice of 
Completion that was completed for the project inadvertently referenced the wrong project 
description. The following is the corrected ptoject description for the above-referenced project 

SYCAMORE LANDFUL MASTER PLAN; EAST ELUOTT COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT, 
AMENDMENT OF THE PROGRESS GUIDE AND GENERAL PLAN, REZONING OF THE SfTE To 
IH-M (INDUSTRIAL), AMENDMENTTo PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT/SITE 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, APPROVAL OF A CONSOLIDATED PARCEL MAP, PUBLIC RIGHT OF 
WAV AND EASEMENT VACATIONS, GRANT DEED, AND.ROADWAY ENCROACHMENT PERMTT 
for the continued development of Sycamore Landfill. Under ihe Master Plan, the 
landfiU footprint would Increase by approximately 24 acres on the western side of the 
site, and the maximum height of the facility would increase by approximately 167 feet, 
to a maximum height of 1,050 feet AMSL. This would result in an increase in municipal 
solid waste (MSW) capacity from approximately 71 miUion cubic yards (mcy) under the 
current plan, to 151 mcy. Under the Master Plan, the average daily waste tonnage is 
proposed to inctease from thc current 3,965 tons per day (tpd) to a maximum of 13,000 
tpd, anticipated to occur in 2025, with the increases proposed in a series of steps, 
depending on when and at what rate soUd waste Is generated in the region. To facilitate 
the expansion, new andUary facilities, including larger sedimentation basins, a larger 
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Ms. Laura Lynj^ Gilmore 
State CledringhoustySycamore LandfiU Master Plan 
March 24.2008"' '"' ' ' ' 

Comment 
Letter S2 

(cont'd.) 

scales area, a mamtenance area, and a new administrative office would be constructed 
south of the landfiU. The project site is generaUy bound by MCAS Miramar to the north, 
the eastern ridge line of Little Sycamore Canyon lo the east, SR-52 to the south, and the 
western ridge line of Litde Sycamore Canyon to the west. The Project b within the East 
Elliott Conununity Planning Area. (LEGAL; Assessor's Parcel Numbers (APNs) 366-041-
01, 366-080-57,366-031-14, 366-031-13, 366-070-13, 366-080-16,366-080-25, 366-080-26, 
and Caltrans right-of-way (126-203-3. In addition, new transmission line structures 
would be buill within the existing SDGtE transmission Une easement areas that cross 
APNs 366-040-32 and 366-070-31). AppUcant: Sycamore LandfiU, Inc, (SLI). 

Should you have any additional questions and/or concerns please do not hesitate to conlact me 
direcdy at (619)446-5369. I apologize for any inconvenience that this may have caused. 

Sincerely, 

S2-1 
(cont'd. 

Elizabeth Sheater-Nguyen 
Associate Planner 
Development Services Department 
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fiTfiTEflFritllf:"Bma tmnH grtii.>r?.n.nn.r f invarnnr 
Letter S3 

TUiE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
91 

ITO;CAfc8li ' | 
(sieissMiir 
Fax (916) 967-S390 
WaO R I I H B » ~ W nnhi: ra gfiu 
•-mtil: di.mhoOpacball.ndt 

March 10,2008 

Ma. ElizaDetn Shearer-Nguyen, Planner 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
1222 Firsl Avenue 
San Diaoo, CA 92101 

Ra: SCH#2003041057: CEQA Notice of Comotelion1 draft Environ me nta I ImpBct Repori (DEIR) ror Sycamore 
Canvon Landfill Master Ptan; located rie^r gity of Saniee: City q l §an piego: San Dieao Countv. Caiifomia 

Dear M B . Sherer-Ngyuen 

The Native American Herilage Commission is the state agency designated lo protect Calitornia's Native 
Amorican Cultural Resources. The California Environmental Quality Ac l (CEQA) requires thai any project mat 
causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, that in etudes archaeological 
Ksoutces, is a 'significant effect' requiring Ihe preparation ol an Environmental Impact Repori (EIR) per the Calilornia 
Code o l Regulations §15064.5(b)(c (CEQA guidelines). Section 15382 o l the 2007 CEQA Guidelines defines a 
significant impact on the environment as 'a sutstantial, o i potentially substantial, adverse change in any o l physical 
condilions within an area altecied by the proposed project, including ...objects of hisloric or aesthetic significance ." 
In order to comply with this provision, the lead agency is required to assess whether the project will have an adverse 
impact on these resources within the 'area ol poiential eflect (APE)', and if so, lo mitigate thai effect,' To adequately 
assess the projecl-telatad impacts on historical resources, the Commission recommends the following action: 

V Contaci the appropriate Call (ornia Historic Resources Inlormation Center (CHRIS) for possible 'recorded sites' in 
locations where the developmanl will or mighl occur.. Contact InlormaUon lor the Informaiion Center nearest you is 
available from the Staia Office o l Historic Preservation (916/653-7278)/ ht lp-/Aww ohp parks ca gov. The record 
search will determine: 

• It a pan or the entitB APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources 
• 11 any known cultural resources have already been recorded In or adjacent to the APE. 

II the probability is low, modsrale, or high lhal cultural resources ara located in the APE. 
• II a survey is reguired to deiermine whelher previously unrecorded cultural resources are present. 
V it an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation o l a professional report detailing 
the findings and recommendations ot the records search and field survey. 
• The final repori containing site forms, site significance, and mitigalion measurers should be submitted 

immediately lo the pianning department All information regarding site locations, Native American human 
remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made 
available for pubic disclosure, 

• The final written repori should be submitted wiihin 3 monlhs after work has been completed to tha appropriate 
regional archaeological information Cenler. 

•J Conlact the Native American Herilage Commission (NAHC) lor 
A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search of the project area and inlormation on tribal contacts In the project 

vicinity lhal may have additional cultural resource inlormation. Please provide this office with the following 
ci laton lormat to assist with ihe Sacred Lands File search request: IJ$GS 7 5-rninute guadraqqle citation 
wilh name, township, ranoe and section-

• The NAHC advises the use of Native American Monitors to ensure proper identification and care given cullural 
resources thai may De discovered. The NAHC recommends that contact be made with Nadve American 
Cor lacls on the attached list to get their input on potential project impact (APE). In some cases, the existence of 
a Native American cultural resources may be known only to a local tribe(s), 

•J Lack of surface evidence ofatcheologlcal.resources does not preclude their subsurface existence. 
• Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification-and evalualion of -• 

accidentally discovated archeologicsl reaources, per California Environmental Qualily Acl (CEQA) §15064.5 (f) 
In areas of identined archaeological sensitivity, acerti l ied archaeologist and a cullutally affiliated Native 
American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing activities. 

• A cultural ly-affiliale d Nativo Amarlcan tribe may be the only source o l information aboul a Sacred Site/Native 
Amencan cullural resource. 
Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artfacts, in 
consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans. 
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S3-1 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE 

COMMISSION, SIGNED BY DAVE SINGLETON, DATED MARCH 10, 200B 

(LETTER S3) 

Response to Comment S3-1: 

This letter describes the organization that authored the commeni, and summarizes certain requirements of 

CEQA, It also mates several recommendations, all of which have been followed. As noled in the Cullural 

Resources Survey, attached to the EIR as Appendix H2, a cultural resource literature review, records 

search, and field survey of the portion of the Project sile not previously surveyed were conducted, as well 

as a spot-check of areas surveyed previously, Gallegos & Associales contacted Ihe appropriate Califomia 

Hisloric Resources Information Center (CHRIS) lor possible 'recorded sites' in locations where 

development might occur. As part of Ihe literature review and record search, a request letler was sent lo 

the Native American Herilage Commission (NAHC) requesting any informaiion and/or input regarding 

Native American concerns either directly or indirectly associated wilh the Project. On August 22, 2003, 

Gallegos 8 Associates received a response letter from the NAHC stating that the sacred lands file failed lo 

indicale the presence of cultural resources in the immediate Projecl area (see Appendix A to Ihe Cultural 

Resources Survey). On September 3. 2003, Gallegos & Associates sent notification letters lo the list of 

Native American contacts provided by the NAHC, The only response was by the Kumeyaay Cullural 

Repatriation Commiltee (KCRC), recommending further action to mitigale potential damage to any cultural 

materials within the Project area. However, there are no significant cultural resources within the Project 

area, and the KCRC letter did not identify any. Gallegos & Associates contacted the NAHC on October 7, 

2003 for a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search of the Project area and information on tribal contacts in the 

Projecl vicinity that may have additional cultural resource information. The citation formal requested was 

provided to assist in lhal search. Gallegos & Associales also requested any information and/or input 

regarding Native American concerns either direclly or indireclly associated wilh this Project, including the 

names of individuals in the area lhal should be contacted. Gallegos & Associales contacted all 18 

individuals/reservations idenlified by the NAHC lo be contacted. 

The only previously identified cultural resource, Isolate P-37-015411/1-713, was not relocated, but this 

isolate find had been previously idenlified as insignificant. The Cily has included in the Miligalion 

Moniioring and Reporting Program (MMRP) a requirement lo identify and evaluate accidentally discovered 

archeological resources, including provision for Ihe disposition of recovered artifacts, pursuant to Section 

15064.5 of Ihe State CEQA Guidelines. See Mitigation Measures 4.5.1 through 4.5.1e. 

The Inilial Study did not idenlify the presence or likely presence of Native American human remains within 

the area of potential effects (APE). 
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(cont'd.) 

•J Lead agencies should indude provisions for discovery of Nalive American human remains or unmarked cemeteries 

i 4 ip f ^^in^tf?A,pl^fs 

; j CEQA'Gu^felines, Secfion 15064.5(d| requires the lead agency lo work with the Native Americans identified 
by this CDrrimission if the Inital Sludy idanClies Ihe presence or likely presence of Native American human 
remains within the APE CEQA Guidelines provide for agreements with Native Amencan, identified by the 
NAHC, to assure the appropriate and dignified treatment ot Native American human remains and any associated 
grave liens, 

•J Heallh and Safety Code §7050.5, Publio Resources Code §5097.98 and Sec. §15064,5 (d) of lhe California Code 
of Regulations (CEQA Guidelines) mandate procedures to be followed, including that construction or excavation ba 
stopped in Ihe event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other lhan a dedicated cemetery 
untl the counly coroner or medical examiner can determine whether the remains are those o fa Native American. . 
Nate thai §7052 of lhe Health 5 Safety Code stales lhal dislurbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony. 
•I Lead aoaneies should consider avoidanca as defined in 515370 of the California Code of Regulations (CEQA 
Guidelines! when significant cultural resources are discovered during the course of oroiecl planning and 
imol em entati on 

S3-1 
(cont'd. 

Please feel tree to contact me at (916)653-6251 if you have any questons. 

Attachment: Ust ot Native American Contacts 

Cc; State Clearinghouse 
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Nat i ve A m e r i c a n C o n t a c t s 
S a n D i e g o C o u n t y 

M a r c h 1 0 , 2 0 0 8 

Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office 
Harlan Pinto, arfCBaiBperapn*. 
PO Box 2250'J V V V fe ^Kumeyaay 
Alpine , CA 91903-3250 

wmicklin@ leantnqrock.net 
(619)445-6315-voice 
(619) 445-9126-fax 

Comment 
Letter S3 

(cont'd.) 
Kumeyaay Cultural Historic Committee 
Ron Christman 
56 Viejas Grade Road 
Alpine . CA 92001 
(619)445-0385 , 

Diegueno/Kumeyaay 

Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Nation 
Leroy J. Elliott, Chairperson 
POBox 1302 Kumeyaay 
Boulevard , CA 91905 
(619)766-4930' 
{619) 766-4957 Fax 

Campo Kumeyaay Nation 
H. Paul Cuero, Jr., Chairperson 
36190 Church Road, Suite 1 Kumeyaay' 
Campo i CA 91906 
chairman@campo-nsn.gov 
(619)478-9046 
(619) 478-5818 Fax 

Sycuan Band ofthe Kumeyaay Nation 
Danny Tucker, Chairperson 
5459 Sycuan Road 
El Cajon , CA 92021 
ssilva@svcuan-nsn.qov 
619 445-2613 
619 445-1927 Fax 

Jamul Indian Village 
William Mesa, Chairperson 

Diegueno/Kumeyaay P.O, Box 612 
Jamul - CA 91935 
iamulrez@sctdv.net 
1619)669-4785 
(619)669-48178- Fax 

Diegueno/Kumeyaay 

Viejas Band of Mission Indians 
Bobby L. Barrett, Chairperson 
PO Box 908 
Alpine , CA 91903 
daguilar@vieias-nsn.gov 
(619) 445-3810 
(619) 445-5337 Fax 

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Commitlee 
Steve Banegas, Spokesperson 

Diegueno/Kumeyaay 1095 Barona Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Lakeside . CA 92040 
(619)742-5587 " 
(619)443-0681 FAX 

This list Is currant only BS ol Ihe date o l this documeni. 

Distribution ol this Ua! does not rellsva any person ol statutory responsibility as defined In Section 7050.5 of the Heaith and 
Safety Code, Secdon 5097.94 at ttie Pubiic Reaaurcsa Code and Ssction 5097.98 ol the Public Heiaurces Cade, 

This list Is only applicable lor eonlactlng local Nalive American with regard lo cullural resource* lor the proposed 
aCH«OK3041O57; CEQA Notice ot Complelion tor Sycamore Landfil I Master Plan drafl EIR;; located near the City o l 
Santee; San Diego County, Calllarnla. 
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Comment 
N a t i v e A m e r i c a n C o n t a c t s , ., 0 „ 

S a n D iego C o u n t y L e t t e r OO 
M a r c h 10, 2008 (cont'd.) 

Campo Kumeyaay Nation 
ATTN^it^el Hyty* ^ " ^ u p e r v i s o r 
3619dlg)h}d$rtohSfsiM&\ Kumeyaay 
Campo " . 'CA ^i'906 
(619) 478-9369 
(619) 478-5818 Fax 

Clint Linton 
P.O. Box 507 Diegueno/Kumeyaay 
Santa Ysabel . CA 92070 
(760) 803-5694 
cjlinton73@aol,com 

Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation 
Nick EllioCt, Cultural Resources Coordinator 
P.O. Box 1302 Kumeyaay 
Boulevard . CA 91905 
619) 925-0952-cell 

i 619) 766-4930 
(919) 766-4957 

Till a list Is current only ae of the date of Ihla document, 

Dislribution ol Ihla lial doea not rellava any peraan a l etalulary lesponaltalllty as dellned In Section 7050.5 al the H»iltfi snd 
Safety Code. Seclion 5097.94 ol the Public Resource* Code snd Seclion 5097.98 or ttie Public Resources Cade. 

This Ual Is only applicable lor contacting local Native American wltn regsrd to cultursl resources lor lha pcoposed 
aCH»2IXI304l057; CEQA Notice of Complelion tot Sycamore LanOlIM Maaler Plan draft EIR;; located near Itie Cltycl 
Santee; San Dieso CounCy, Calilornia, 
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Comment 
Letter S4 

~Q\ 
" ^ ^ O O O * ? § e P a r t m e n t of: Toxic Substances Control 

LlnBa 3. Adams 
Secretary Icr 

/ironmemal Proieciion 

Maureen F, Gorsen, Direclor 
5796 Corporate Avenue 

Cypress, Calilornia 90630 
Arnold Scrwarzeneboe 

Governor f 

April 8, 2008 

Ms, Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
Senior Planner, City of San Diego 
Development Sen/ices Department 
1222 First Avenue 
San Diego, Califomia 92101-4155 
DSDEAS@sandiego.gov 

SITE-SPECIFIC STUDY OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
(EIR) FOR THE SYCAMORE LANDFILL MASTER PLAN (PROJECT No. 5617 
SCH# 2003041057) 

Dear Ms, Shearer-Nguyen: 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your Revised Draft 
EIR document for the above-mentioned praject. As stated in your document; 'The 
primary objective of the proposed Master Plan is to provide additional landfill disposal 
capacily at this existing, approved site. Under tho proposal, the total landfill capacity 
would increase from 70 million cy to 157 million cy. (n addition, daily tonnage units for 
MSW disposal would be increased, although annual tonnage currently is limiled by 
Appendix D of the Franchise Agreement, and any increase above those limits would 
require a Franchise Agreement amendment." , 

DTSC has comments as follows: 

1 The draft EIR should Identify and determine whether current or hisloric uses at 
the Project site have resulted in any release of hazardous wastes/substances at 
the Project area. 

2 The draft EIR needs to identify any known or potentially contaminated sites withir 
the proposed Project area. For all identified sites, the draft EIR should evaluate 
whelher conditions at the site pose a threat to human health or the environmenl. 
Following are the databases of some of the regulatory agencies: 

National Priorities List (NPL); A list is maintained bythe United Stales 
Environmental Proteclion Agency (U.S.EPA). , 

CalSites: A Database primarily used by the California pepartment of Toxic 
Substances Control. 

S4-1 

S4-2 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCE 

CONTROL, SIGNED BY GREG HOLMES, DATED APRIL B, 2D08 

(LETTER S4) 

Response to Comment S4-1: 

The landfill property was formerly a part of Camp Elliott, a former United States Marine Corps Training 

Cenler. As a result, unexploded ordnance remaining within the property has hislorically been a concem. 

Several ordnance clearance efforts for Ihe sile are recorded in former Camp Elliott in 1964,1965,1973 and 

1983, Ordnance clearance work was completed on-site during 2004 lo 2005 wilh California Department of 

Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) concurrence with the Removal Action Report in August 2006, A 

database review by Barber & Barber Associates, Inc. indicated that hislorical releases, olher lhan 

unexploded ordnance, have not been reported. 

There are no uncontrolled releases from Ihe current facility. As described in the EIR Section 1.6, the landfil! 

is an operating municipal solid wasle disposal facility which regularly monitors for poiential releases of 

waste constituents under the provisions of ils permits, including Title 27 of the California Code of 

Regulations (CCR) and San Diego Air Pollution Control Dislrict (APCD) regulations. 

As described on page 4.10-5 of the EIR and in EIR Appendix K, while under County of San Diego 

ownership, a Corrective Action Program (CAP) was implemented at the sile in response to elevaled organic 

constituents in well ITSY-6. The current CAP consists of landfill gas extraction sysiem and conversion of 

well ITSY-6 lo a groundwater extraction well. Decreasing trends have been noted for volatile organic 

compounds (VOCs) in well ITSY-6 over the pasi Ihree years. 

The applicant conducts quarterly monitoring of the perimeter gas probes at the property boundary 

according to iis approved Site Specific Gas Monitoring Plan (SSGMP), as required by Califomia Code of 

Regulations, Title 27 (27 CCR). Levels of melhane gas were delected in a probe during these routine 

events and were reported lo the local Enforcement Agency (LEA) and the San Diego APCD. As a result, 

the facility has taken steps to correct the exceedances, including increasing vacuum to nearby landfill gas 

exlraction wells, and has now entered into corrective action. 

Response to Comment 54-2; 

There are no known or potentially contaminated sites within Ihe Project area other lhan the Camp Elliott 

unexploded ordnance site as described in the response to Comment 1 above, A review of Ihe databases 

referenced in Ihe comment uncovered no listings for Ihe subjecl property except the listing of the iandfiii on 

the CIWMB SWIS system and Camp Elliott as a listing on the OTSC EnviroStor websiie for unexploded 

ordinance (UXO) (See Barber & Barber Associates, Inc. memo). The final repori and the DTSC 

® Prtnlaa on Recyded Pap" 
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OUOO^J RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCE 

CONTROL, SIGNED BY GREG HOLMES, DATED APRIL 8,2008 (LETTER S4} (continued) 

Response to Comment S4-2; (cont'd.) 

concurrence letler can be found at htlo://www.enviroslor.dlsc.ca.qQv/ public/final document.asp? 

global id=37970025adoc id=5O04S45, This report and Ihe concurrence letler are part of the administrative 

record and are available al the offices of Developmeni Sen/ices, located at 1222 First Avenue, Fiflh Floor, 

in downtown San Diego. 
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Comment 
Letter S4 

(cont'd.) 

E1i4^&tlT"6Kaa(6--Wg: 
AprirB'2008- « * 
Page 2 

uyen 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS); A 
database of RCRA facilities that Is maintained by U.S. EPA. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability 
Informaiion Sysiem (CERCLIS): A database of CERCLA sites that is 
maintained by U.S.EPA, 

Solid Waste Informaiion System (SWIS): A database provided by the 
California Integrated Waste Management Board which consists of both 
open as well as closed and inactive solid waste disposal facilities and 
transfer stations. 

Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) / Spills, Leaks, 
Investigations and Cleanups (SLIC): A list that is maintained by Regional 
Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs). 

Loca! County and City maintain lists for hazardous substances cleanup 
sites and leaking underground slorage tanks. 

The draft EIR should identify the mechanism to initiate any required investigation 
and/or remediation for any site thai may be contaminated, and the govemment 
agency lo provide appropriate regulatory oversight. If hazardous materials or 
wastes were stored at the site, an environmental assessment should be 
conducled to determine if a release has occurred. If so, further studies shouid 
be carried out to delineate the nature and extent of the contamination, and Ihe 
potential threat to pubiic heallh and/or the environmenl should be evaluated. It 
may be necessary to determine if an expedited response action is required to 
reduce existing or potential threats to public health or the environment. If no 
immediate threat exists, the final remedy should be implemenled in compliance 
with state laws, regulations and policies. 

If the subject property was previously used for agriculture, or if weed abatement 
occurred, onsite soils could contain pesticide or herbicide residues. Proper 
investigation and remedial action may be necessary to ensure the sile does not 
pose a risk to the future residents. 

All environmental investigations, sampling and/or remediation shouid be 
conducted under a Workplan approved and overseen by a regulatory agency that 
has jurisdiction tu oversee hazardous waste cleanup. The findings and sampling 
results from the subsequent report should be clearly summarized in the EIR, 

S4-2 
(cont'd.) 

S4-3 

S4-4 

S4-5 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCE 

CONTROL, SIGNED BY GREG HOLMES, DATED APRIL 8, 2008 (LETTER S4) (continued) 

Response to Comment S4-3: 

A review of the databases referenced found no listings for the subject property except the listing of the 

landlill on Ihe CIWMB SWIS system as a permitted disposal facilily and Camp Elliot as a listing on Ihe 

DTSC EnviroSlor website/Cortese List for UXO. The DTSC concurred in the removal of the UXO from the 

Sycamore property. The DTSC reviewed the subject removal action repori prepared for the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers. The report described the resulls of the surface and subsurface removal of munilions 

and explosives of concern for the expansion of the Sycamore Landfill. The removal action spanned from 

September 2004 to July 2005. Twenly-lhree live items and 105 inert items were recovered and disposed of 

from the removal action. The report also recorded blind seeding which was requested by OTSC for quaiity 

assurance purposes. The DTSC concurred wilh Ihe findings and summary of the report in their letter dated 

Augusi 4, 2006. Therefore removal actions are complete for this facility and no immediate threat exists. 

The August 4, 2006 DTSC Letter is available lor public review at either the office of the City Clerk, 202 C 

Street, 2M Floor, San Diego, CA 92101; or Development Services Deparlmenl, 1222 Firsl Ave,, Fiflh Floor, 

San Diego.CA 92101. 

Response to Comment S4-4: 

There is no evidence Ihat the facilily was used for agricullural purposes. It has been used for landfilling 

since Ihe 1960s, and prior to that was part of Camp Elliott, a former United States Marine Corps Training 

Center, The topography of the site makes il unlikely that it was used for agricullural purposes prior to being 

acquired by ihe Federal Government in the 1940s. 

.The only known weed abatement was conducted for Ihe landlill by licensed personnel according to federal-

and slate-approved procedures for usage of herbicides and pesticides. There would be no future residents 

at.the landfill sile; post-closure use is open space. 

Response to Comment S4-5: 

The comment outlines procedures to be followed ii Ihe need for a hazardous waste clean-up is determined 

lo exist. As more fully described in Responses to Comments S4-1 through S4-4, there is no hazardous 

waste cleanup required at the site. If one were required, the investigations, sampling and/or remediation 

would be conducled as required by the regulatory agencies with jurisdiction to oversee that work. Because 

there is no required cleanup, there are no findings or sampling resulls lo be described in the EIR. 
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Comment 
Letter S4 

(cont'd.) 

,-, Elizabelh Shenre er-Nguyen 

Page 3 

10. 

11. 

12 

13. 

Proper investigation, sampling and remedial aciions. if necessary, should be 
conducted at the site prior to the new development or any constmction. and 
overseen by a regulatory agency. 

If any property adjacent to the project site is contaminated wilh hazardous 
chemicals, and if the proposed project is within 2,000 feet from a contaminated 
site, then the proposed development may fall within the "Border Zone of a 
Contaminated Property." Appropriate precautions should be taken priorto 
construction if the proposed project is within a "Border Zone Property". 

Human heallh and the environment of sensitive receptors should be protected 
during the construction or demolition activities. A study of the site overseen by 
the appropriate govemmenl agency mighl have lo be conducted lo determine if 
there are. have been, or will be. any releases of hazardous materials that may 
pose a risk to human health or the environment. 

If II is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the 
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the 
California Hazardous Waste Conlrol Law (California Health and Safety Code, 
Division 20, chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Wasle Control Regulations 
(California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5). tf so, the facility should 
oblain a United Slates Environmental Protection Agency Identification Number 
by contacting (SOO) 618-6942. 

If hazardous wastes are (a) stored in tanks or containers for more than ninety ' 
days, (b) treated onsite, or (c) disposed of onsite, then a permit from DTSC may 
be required. If so, the facility should contact DTSC at (818) 551-2171 to initiate 
pre application discussions and deiermine the permitting process applicable to 
the facility. 

Certain hazardous waste treatment processes may require authorization from 
the local Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Information about the 
requirement for authorization can be obtained by contacting your local CUPA, 

If the projact plans include discharging wastewater to a storm drain, you may be 
required to obtain a wastewater discharge permit from the overseeing Regional 
Water Qualily Control Board, 

The project construction may require soil excavation and soil filling in certain 
areas. Appropriate sampling is required prior lo disposal of the excavated soil. 
If the soil is contaminated, properly dispose of it ralher than placing it in another 
location. Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) may be applicable to these soils. 
Also, if the project proposes to import soil to backfill the areas excavated, proper 
sampling should be conducted to make sure that the imported soil is free of 
contamination. 

S4-6 

S4-7 

S4-8 

S4-9 

S4-10 

S4-11 

S4-12 

S4-13 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCE 

CONTROL, SIGNED BY GREG HOLMES, DATED APRIL 8, 2008 (LETTER S4) (coniinu.di 

Response to Comment S4-6: 

Comment noted. Should any such actions be required, Ihe Project would comply with any and all 

regulations and wilh all applicable regulatory agencies. See also Responses to Commenls S4-2 and S4-5 

regarding Ihe fad that ihere is no additional action required. 

Response lo Comment S4-7; 

Califomia Health and Safely Code § 25221 requires thai any person as owner, lessor, or lessee who: 1) 

knows that a significanl disposal of hazardous wasle may have occurred on land which he or she owns, or 

that the land is within 2000 feet of a significant disposal of hazardous wasle, and 2) intends to conslrucl or 

allow construction of a building lo be used as residence, hospiial, school or day care cenler (as set forth in 

California Heallh and Safety Code § 25232(b)} apply to ihe deparlmenl for a determination if the land 

should be designaled hazardous wasle property or border zone property. Pursuant to California Health and 

Safely Code § 25229, if property is designated hazardous waste property or border zone property Ihrough 

a formal process including a public hearing, the owner is required to execute a written instrument which 

imposes land use restrictions on the property. 

The Ptoject proponent as owner of the property does not intend or propose to conslrucl any of the buildings 

proposed in section 25232(b} ol the Calitornia Heallh and Safety Code. A review of the DTSC website for 

Hazardous Waste Management Program Facility Sites with Deed / Land Use Restrictions found that there 

are no properties in San Diego Counly within 2000 feet of the proposed facility property that have the 

border zone property designation. 

Response to Comment S4-8: 
As discussed above, Ihere is no evidence suggesting that there are, have been or will be a release of 
hazardous substances lhal would pose a risk to human health or the environment. The Project would 
conform lo all regulations in order to ensure that any release of hazardous materiai would not pose a risk to 
human health or the environment. See Response to Comment Numbers S4-1 and S4-3. 

Response to Comment S4-9: 
Comment noled. Sycamore Landfill Inc. is a small quantity generalor under state and federal hazardous 
wasle conlrol regulalions. As of this date waste generated from parts cleaning, diesel fueling on-sile, wasle 
oil, anti-freeze, balleries and other wasles from operalions, in addilion to hazardous wastes idenlified and 
removed from the waste slream prior to disposal, are properly managed and transported off-site for 
disposal according to the California Hazardous Waste Conlrol Law (California Heallh and Safety Code, 
Division 20, chapler 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations [California Code of Regulations, 
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0000*9 
RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCE 

CONTROL, SIGNED BY GREG HOLMES, DATED APRIL 8, 2008 (LETTER S4) (continued) 

Response to Comment S4-S: (cont'd,) 

Title 22, Division 4.5). The facilily has been issued a United Stales Environmental Proteclion Agency 

Idenlification Number CAD 982431934, which would continue to apply to the site after Project approval, 

and the site manages ils hazardous wastes accordingly pursuant to all applicable rules and regulations. In 

addilion as staled in section 3.2.3.10 of the EIR, the facilily manages its hazardous materials according lo 

ils Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP). 

Response to Comment S4-10: 

Comment noled. Hazardous wastes are not stored in tanks or containers lor 90 days or more, trealed on­

sile, nor disposed of on site, but are removed wiihin 90 days of generation. See discussion in EIR on page 

2-10 and in Appendix O - Hazardous Waste Exclusion Program. Therefore, a permit from DTSC Is not 

required. 

Response to Comment 54-11: 

No hazardous waste ireatment processes are conducted on sile, Al! hazardous wasle generaled on site or 

idenlified during waste screening are removed wiihin 90 days of generation., See discussion in EIR on 

page 2-10 and in Appendix O • Hazardous Waste Exclusion Program. As a result, no authorization from 

the local Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) is required. 

Response to Commeni S4-12: 

This comment does nol address the adequacy of the EIR, bu! merely poinls oul the fact Ihat discharging 

wastewater to a slorm drain may require a wastewater discharge permit. The Project plans include 

continuing to discharge storm water to a storm drain. As a result, the facility has already obtained coverage 

under Ihe slale General Peimit for Industrial Slorm Water discharges by submitting a nolice of intenl to the 

San Diego Regional Water Qualily Control Board (SDRWQCB) for the existing operation. The new 

operalion would be similarly covered under the general permil. 

Response to Comment S4-13: 

The comment does not address the adequacy of Ihe EIR bul ralher mentions that soil excavalion and fill 

may require sampling and, if the soil is contaminated, must be properly disposed. As staled in the 

responses to Comments S4-1 through S4-4, no contaminated sites or contamination has been identified 

on-sile olher lhan the UXO cleanup. Any contaminated soils on site associated with the UXO already have 

been identified and removed as part of the UXO cleanup activilies. The only addiiional soil excavation and 

soil filling associaled with the Project involve virgin, undisturbed soil similar to those currently under way as 

a part of the existing operations. The soils would nol require further sampling because Ihey are virgin 

soils, Representative samples of imporled soil for any cover and backfill would be analyzed to statistically 

ensure thai any imporled soil Is free of contamination as required by SDRWQCB requirements, 
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Comment 
Letter S4 

(cont'd.) 
^ ' Elizal)Ath,§lm^rer-Nguyen 
\ I \ April 8,12003^ 

"Page^ '*' 

14 If during construction/demolition of the projecl, soil and/or groundwater 
contamination is suspected, construction/demolition in the area should cease 
and appropriate health and safety procedures should be implemented. If it is 
determined that contaminated soil and/or groundwater exist, the EIR should 
identify how any required investigation and/or remediation will be conducted, 
and the appropriate government agency to provide regulatory oversight. 

15. If siruciures on the Project Site contain potentially hazardous materials, such as; 
asbestos-containing material, lead-based paint, and mercury- or PCB-containing 
material, such materials should be removed properly prior lo demolition, and 
disposed of at appropriate landfills or recycled, in accordance with the regulatory 
guidance provided in Calitornia Code of Regulations (CCR) and foiiowing the 
requirements of the Universal Waste Rule (40 CFR part 9). 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contaci Ms. Tong Qiao, Project 
Manager, at (714) 484-5470 or at "tqiaD@dtsc.ca.gov". 

S4-14 

S4-15 

Sincerely, 

^ f e ^ 
Greg Holmes 
Unil Chief 
Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch - Cypress Office 

cc; Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 
P.O, Box 3044 
Sacramento. California 95812-3044 

Mr, Guenther W. Moskat, Chief 
Planning and Environmental Analysis Section 
CEQA Tracking Center 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
P.O, Box 806 
Sacramento, California 95312-0806 

CEOA # 2088 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT-LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCE 

CONTROL, SIGNED BY GREG HOLMES, DATED APRIL 8, 2008 (LETTER 54} {continued) 

Response to Comment S4-14; 

The commeni does not address the adequacy ol Ihe EIR but ralher points out certain procedures to be 

•followed if contaminated soil or groundwater is suspecled. If, during the Project, soil or groundwater 

contamination is suspected, construction in the area would cease and appropriate heallh and safely 

procedures would be implemented, as suggested by the commeni. If il is deiermined thai contaminated 

soil and/or groundwater exist, the SDRWQCB would be contacied and remediation would be conducted 

according to the currently issued Wasle Discharge Requiremenls and stale and federal regulations. 

Response to Comment S4-15: 

The comment does not discuss the adequacy of the EIR but rather procedures to be followed if structures 

on'lhe site are found lo contain polenllally hazardous materials. Since the on-sile structures are 

prefabricated buildings, the structures may be removed from the site and reused. If the structures are 

demolished, as suggested by the comment, prior to demoiilion, structures on the Project sile would be 

inspected to deiermine whelher they contain potentially hazardous materials, such as asbestos-containing 

malerial, lead based paint, and mercury or Poiychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) containing materials. If 

hazardous materials are found in the structures, Ihe materials would be removed properly prior to 

demoiilion, and disposed of in appropriate landfills or recycled in accordance with the regulations. 
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PHONE (619)688-6960 
FKX (619)613-3122 
TTY (619)688-3211 

April 4, 2008 

Ms. Elizabelh Shearer-Nguyen 
Cily of San Diego Developmenlal Services Cenler 
1222FirsiAvenue.MS501 
SanDiego, CA 92101-4231 

Letter S5 

Flex yaur powtrl 
Bi M B I ) . tjjicitial 

11-SD.52 
PM 14.77 

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen: 

The California Departmenl of Transponaiion (Caltrans) appreciales the opportunity to review the 
Draft Enviromnental Impact Report CD EIR) (SCH 2003041057) for the Sycamore Landfill Masier 
Plan. The project is generally located in the Norlheastem area oflhe City of San Diego, adjacenl to 
ihe City Of Santee, and lakes access off of Stale Route 52 (SR 52) at Masl Boulevard. Wc have the 
following commenls: 

DKIR/Chapter 4.4 Traff ic/Circulat ion 

• Section 4.4 oflhe DEIR mcludes tables thai analyze Ihe inlersections of SR-52 EB and WB and 
Mast Boulevard as two-way stop controlled. Language is added to ammend this in 2006 to note 
thai ihese mierseclions are now signalized. However, ihey should be analyzed as signalized 
intersections in Ihe existing condition, before additional traffic impacts are added. 

• Page 4.4-2, Figure 4.4-1: The SOURCE noted Ihat the Figure was generated by LLG Engineers in 
2003 and updated by BRG Consulting, Inc. in 2007; however, the lanes configuralion al the Mast 
Bou!evard/SR-52 EB and WB ramps intersections were nol updated. As of June 2006 with the 
signalizalion of both ramps intersections the lanes configurations should bc as follows: 

A. SB Mast Boulevard at SR-52 easlbound ramps: one through lane and one dedicated 
left turn lane to eastbound SR-i2 entrance ramp. 

B. SB Masl Boulevard at SR-52 wesibound ramps: one righl turn lane to wesibound SR-
52 entrance ramp and one shared righl/lhrough lane. 

C NB Masl Boulevard at SR-52 wesibound ramps: one dedicated left turn lane lo SR-52 
westbound entrance ramp and two through lanes, 

. Page 4.4-15, Table 4.4-9; page 4.4-16, Table 4.4-10; and page 4,4-17, Table 4.4-11: The Near-
Term project in these tables was shown with a proposed 1.250 Tickets while in Table 4.4-2, page 
4,4-7, the Proiect Anproval fNear-Term) was proposed with onlv 850 Tickets. Please explain the 
discrepancy. 

S5-1 

S5-2 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER S5) 

Response to Comment S5-1: 

The referenced intersections were analyzed with traffic signal control in the traffic study. EIR Appendix Dl 

Table 9-2 (see Mies) has been amended to show Ihe LOS/Delay with traffic signals. 

Response to Comment S5-2: 

Figure 4,4-1 has been updated to show Ihe lanes described in this comment. 

Response to Comment S5-3: 

When the Project was initiated, only the tickets for Municipal Solid Wasle (MSW) were addressed. 

Subsequently, direction from the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) and California Integrated Wasle 

Management Board (CIWMB) required Ihat all waste and malerial streams associaled with the facilily be 

addressed. The values in Column 1 of Table 4,4-2 show only the MSW and aggregate-related tickets, 

Informaiion about tickets associated with all waste slreams is shown in the subsequenl Table 4.4-3, For 

example, when 400 daily Iickets associated with olher waste streams is added to the 850 daily tickets from 

MSW and aggregale operations, the total is 1,250, as shown in column 4 of Table 4.4-3, and column 13 of 

Table 3.2-4. Similar relationships are shown al each successive target year in Tables 3.2-4 and 4,4-3: 

1,475 MSW t aggregate v. 1,900 total tickets in 2010; 1,925 v. 2,600 in 2025, elc. The values in Column 4 

of Table 4,4-2 have been clarified to nole that Ihey refer to MSW + aggregate daily lickels; total daily tickets 

associated v/ilh those MSW + aggregale levels have been added to the information in Column 1, 

S5-3 

"Callrans improvts mobility acrou Califyi 
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Comment 
Letter S5 

(cont'd.) 
RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER S5) 

(conlinuad) 

. Page 4.4-19, Table 4,4-12 and Table 4.4-13, page 4,4-20. Table 4.4-14; and page 4.4-21, Table 
4.4-15: Year 2010 in these tables was shown wilh a proposed 1,900 Tickets while in Table 4.4-2. 
page 4.4-7, Year 2010 was proposed with only 1.475 Tickets. Please explain ihe discrepancy. 

• Page 4,4-22, Table 4.4-16; page 4.4-23. Table 4,4-17; page 4.4-24, Table 4.4-18 and Table 4,4-19 
Year 2025 in Ihese lahles was shown wilh a proposed 2,600 Tickets while in Table 4.4-2. page 
4.4-7, Year 2025 was proposed wilh only 1,925 Tickets. Please explain the discrepancy. 

• Page 4,4-26, Table 4.4-20: This table also showed the 1,900 lickels and 2,650 tickets per day 
analysis instead of the proposed 1,475 tickets and 1,925 iickets as presented in Table 4.4-2, page 
4.4-7. The Draft EIR prepared by BRG Consulling, Inc. used different sets of tickets numbers 
lhan the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers. The 

• Draft EIR numbers were much higher than the TIA numbers therefore Ihe traffic impacis lo the 
area roadways and &eeway would probably be more severe than anticipated. 

Appendix Dl — Traffic Impacl Analysis 

• Figure 3-1, Exisiing Condilions Diagram; As of June 2006 the intersections of Masl Boulevard 
with SR-52 eastbound and westbound ramps were signalized and the lane coniigiirations on Masl 
Boulevard modified. Please update the figure with the improvements. See Comment No. 1. 

• Figure 10-4, Year 2010 Baseline + Proposed Project Traffic Volumes AM/PM Peak Hour 
Volumes & ADTs: The AM and PM Peak Hour volumes of 964 and 1726 trips, respectively, 
require a dual left turn lane at the eastbound SR 52 exit ramp to Mast Boulevard. Il is 
recommended to ftirther widen the exit ramp to create more slorage and help prevent Iraffic from 
backing up onto the freeway mainline. 

Page 44, Seclion 13.0 Significance of Impacis and Recommended Mitigalion: 

The following physical improvements to Callrans facilities have been identified! 

• Near-Terra - SR-52 west of Mast Boulevard: Construct an additional westbound freeway lane. 

• Inlerim Year (Year 2010)-SR-52 east and wesl of Mast Boulevard: Contribute a fair-share to the 
construclion of addiiional eastbound and westbound freeway lanes. However, impacts to those 
facilities will remain significant after such contributions, until the idenlified improvemenls have 
been completed by Caltrans, 

• Long-Term Year (Year 2025) 
i. Mast Boulevard/SR-52 Westbound Ramps: Contribute a fair-share to the widening ofthe 

wesibound ramp to allow for free westbound right-tum movements, or triple-right turn 
movements. 

"Caltrans improves mobdtty a i Califm 

S5-4 

S5-5 

S5-6 

S5-7 

S5-8 

S5-9 

Response to Comment S5-4: 

See Response to Comment S5-3. 

Response to Comment S5-5: 

See Response to Comment S5-3. 

Response to Comment S5-6; 

See Response to Comment S5-3. 

Response lo Comment S5-7: 

Figure 3-1 of the Traffic Impacl Analysis (TIA) has been updated in response lo the comment. However, 

this does not change the analysis, since those characteristics were included. 

Response to Comment S5-8: 

The volumes represented on the figures (including Figure 10-4) reflect volumes including Passenger Car 

Equivalence (PCE) values. These are not the forecasted actual peak hour vehicle amounts. The actual 

volumes forecasted would be half the volumes presented, since the PCE is 2.0. Also, the average Level of 

Seivice (L0S)/Delay for this ramp are LOS C/B for the AM/PM peak hours, respectively. This is due to the 

relatively light traffic demand to/from the soulh leg (dead end), effectively making the intersection operate 

as a "tee" with cycle length split between the southbound left (from Masl Boulevard to SR-52 eastbound) 

and the easlbound left (from SR-52 eastbound to Mast Boulevard). Also, the transportation demand 

managemenl (TDM) Plan proposal would further reduce peak hour Iraffic on this ramp, and the currenl 

configuration allows for bolh off-ramp lanes to turn north onto Mast Boulevard. As a result, no additional 

storage is required as a resull of Ihe Project, 

Response to Comment S5-9: 

Comment noted. This comment appears to be a correct summary of Ihe recommended miligation for 

impacis to Callrans facilities in Sections 13,1,13.2 and 13,3 of the TIA, 
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Comment 
Letter S5 

(cont'd,) 

SR-52 west of Mast Boulevard: No mitigation is considered feasible to mitigate significant 
impacts to SR-52 peak hour travel associated with projected landfill traffic from 2025 to 
projected landfill closure in 2028. 

The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers was 
revised on August 28, 2005 prior lo Ihe Fanila Ranch project (November 2007), so Ihe TIA did 
not include the cumulative impacts from the Fanita project. However, even wilhout the Fanita 
project, traffic generated by the Sycamore Landfill Expansion will have significant impacis lo 
Mast Boulevard and SR-52 facilities (mainline and ramps). 

Allhough ihe Sycamore Landfill is willing lo contribute a fair-share lo the SR-52 Managed Lanes 
lo mitigate its Iraffic impacis, The Caltrans SR-52 Managed Lanes TransNel project does nol 
include funding, or design pians for improvemenls al the Masl Boulevard EB off-ramp and WB 
on-ramps. Fair share contributions toward these improvements need lo be idenlified through a 
City projecl, and done by the City through Ihe Caltrans projecl development procedures process 
and/or encroachment pennit process. Therefore, it is recommended thai a mitigation project be 
developed by the City of San Diego as part ofthe Sycamore Landfill miligation, incoordination 
wilh the City of Saniee as part oflhe fair share identified in Ihe Fanita Ranch EIR. 

A Project Study Report (PSR) for the SR-52 corridor between 1-805 and SR-125 was compleled in 
March 2007. No additional PSR's are planned by Callrans for the corridor at this time. 

TIA (pg. 44) 13.0 Significance of Impacts and Recommended Mitigation - The following 
language should be stricken from the report, "Improvemenls to State freeways are the sole 
responsibility of Caltrans, and such work is done in accordance with the RTP". Potential 
mitigation to SR-52 should not be detennined on the basis of whelher or not Caltrans has an 
idenlified project or mechanism to colled fair share. We expect the DEE. for the Sycamore 
Landfill to identify mitigation lo SR-52 and the corresponding implementation plan as it relates to 
the proposed project's environmental requirements. If it is detemiined lhal the significant impacts 
idenlified in the DEIR lo SR-52 are unmiiigalable based on the feasibility or time frame by which 
the mitigation can be implemented by the projecl proponent, Ihen the DEIR should clearly state 
the constraints through overriding considerations. Caltrans ability to identify a project or collect 
fair share as pari ofa local developmeni approval are not the appropriate constrainls by which the 
DEIR should use to determine that impacis to SR-52 are unmiiigalable, nor are they consistent 
with the intent oflhe Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

It is recommended Sycamore Landfill prepare a Permit Engineering Evaluation Report (PEER) to 
document and reach agreement on thc engineering scope of appropriate improvements to mitigate 
traffic impacts to Ihe Masl Boulevard inlerchange. The entrance ramp from Mast Boulevard to 
westbound SR-52 would need to be widened to three lanes and metered with one High Occupancy 
Vehicle lane and two Single Occupancy Vehicle lanes. Right of way take would be required for 
this widening. The exil ramp to Mast Boulevard from eastbound SR-52 would need lo be 
widened lo two lanes. 

S5-9 
(cont'd,) 

S5-10 

S5-11 

S5-12 

S5-13 

S5-14 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG. DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER S5) 

(continued! 

Response to Comment S5-10: 

The comment's assumptions are nol correct. The Project's traffic sludy does include the Fanita Ranch 

Project in the interim (2010) and long-term (2025) traffic forecasts, as it was included in the traffic models 

used by LLG, As the commeni states, the Project does find significant impacis at Callrans faciliiies in the 

near-term on the SR-52 mainline west of Mast Boulevard, but Ihose impacts are with Fanita Ranch 

included, No significanl impacts lo SR-52/Masl Boulevard ramps were calculated. 

Response lo Comment S5-11: 

As slated above, the traffic analysis identifies no significant Praject impacts to the ramps. The Fair Share 

conlribulion required by MM 4,4.2 would be available for improvements deemed appropriate by Callrans 

and the Cily, 

Response to Comment S5-12: 

Commeni noled. This comment does nol address Ihe adequacy of the EIR and therefore no further 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment S5-13: 

The RTP defines the infrastructure plans tor the region, including freeways such as SR-52. These faciliiies 

are defined in Iheir alignments and projected capacities [numbers of lanes). The traffic study uses the 

proposed infrastructure from the RTP as the basis of analysis for buildout. We understand that Caltrans 

owns and controls what goes on in the freeway; anything to be done there goes through Caltrans. 

Therefore, Ihe language requested to be stricken is correct and should remain. In Ihe case of SR-52, Ihe 

applicant as a sole entity does nol presume the ability to dictate the number of lanes or the schedule of Ihe 

freeway improvements defined in the RTP, Thus, significant, unmitigable impacts to the freeway mainline 

were calculated in the traffic study and presented in the EIR, Project mainline impacis would NOT require 

the addition of an entire freeway lane in each direction. Therefore, as mitigation, the EIR states lhal the 

applicant would make the appropriate fair-share contributions to the planned freeway improvements, as 

necessary. In addilion, the applicant also intends to minimize freeway impacts Ihrough the TDM Plan. 

It should again be noted that the freeway calculations and resultant impacts are based on a conservative, 

"linear growlh" trip generation methodology, which likely overstates the Project's trip contribution. These 

growth projeclions were also made assuming exisiing hourly distribution of traffic, which would be less 

during peak hours in [he future when the landfill would operate wilh longer hours, and Ihe TDM Plan is in 

place. 

000053 
Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Final EIR RTC--; September 2008 



OOO'SS n-r- , 
RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 200B (LETTER 35} 

(conlinuedl 

000054 

Response to Comment S5-14: 

Commeni noled. However, as stated in the Response to Commeni S5-11 above, implementation of the 

Project would result in no significant impacts to SR-52 ramps. We understand thai Ihe SR-52/Mast 

Boulevard WB ramp is being widened as part of the Caltrans Eastbound-Westbound Widening Project 

(Figures 3P and 30 of the SR-52 East-West Widening Project 1S/ND/EA/F0NSI, Callrans. April 2007), 

Infomialion about environmenial implications of the required widening of Mast Boulevard has been included 

in Ihe EIR, under each environmental topic. If any future Project improvements to Callrans facilities are 

required as a resull of Ihe Project, it is understood lhal Ihe appiicani may be required by Caltrans to apply 

for a Permit Engineering Evalualion Report (PEER) to document and reach agreemenl on the engineering 

scope of appropriate improvements to mitigate traffic impacts prior to applying for an encroachment or 

other permit for such improvements in Caltrans right-of-way (ROW), 
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Comment 
Letter S5 

(cont'd,) 

•Page 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER S5) 

(continued) 

In order lo expedite ihe process for projects sponsored by a local agency or privale developer, it is 
recommended a PEER he prepared and included in lhc Lead Agency's CEQA document. This 
will help expedite the Callrans Encroachment Permit Review process. The PEER document 
forms and procedures can be found in lhc Caltrans Projecl Development Procedures Manual 
(PDPM). htlp://www.dol.ca,gov/hq/oppd/pdpm/pdpmn.hlm 
hUp://www.dot.ca.gov/liq/iraffops/developserv/pemiils/pd£'ronn5/PEER_(TR-0112),pdf 

• Besides a 6+ 2 allcmalive (6 general purpose + 2 reversible lanes), Callrans is also considering a 
5+ 5 altemalive (5 lanes each direction). Therefore, lhc Ciiy should also evaluate the 5+5 
scenario. 

• By 20! 0, ihere will be 3 lanes in each direction on SR-52 between I-15 and Mast Boulevard. 

• Caltrans has no control over the enforcement of Ihe proposed Transportalion Demand 
Management (TDM) Plan, which includes a traffic moniioring plan to ensure Ihat truck traffic is 
within the acceplable limits of operation determined by the Cily of San Diego Traffic Engineer, 
As a resull, quarterly information should be provided to Caltrans as part of the Mitigation 
Moniioring Program. In addition, Caltrans would requesl an agreemenl with Ihe Cily of San 
Diego be established as part ofthe Mitigation Moniioring Program, whereby iflhe TDM measures 
are not effective in limiting peak period tickets or nips to SR-52, then an. agreement will bc 
executed to implcmenl the appropriale fair share payment for mitigalion improvements lo SR-52. 

• The proposed projecl may jeopardize potenliai scenic highway designation. Evaiuation of ihese 
impacis can nol be conclusively determined withoul post construction review by the Caltrans 
Scenic Highway Departmental Technical Advisory Commitlee (DTAC) and approval by the Slate 
Legislature oflhe DTAC recommendations. Conlacl the Statewide Scenic Highway Coordinator, 
Senior Landscape Architect Dennis Cadd (916) 654-5370 for further information regarding 
certification or decertification of Eligible and Officially Designated Routes. 

• The visual simulalions should depict ihe views for the Inlerim Height - 990' amsl and wiihin 1 to 
5 years of landfill closure, 

• Your view for the road duration assumes 65 MPH travel. This minimizes impacis for speeds 
which are often slower. 

• The Caltrans Visual Study for tbe construction of Stale Roule 52 describes scenic vislas which 
may be impacled by this project. 

• Please obtain a copy ofthis study from the Caltrans District 11 Environmental Department and 
modify your visual analysis accordingly. 

Any work performed within Caltrans right-of-way (RAV) will require discretionary review and 
approval by the Department. Current policy allows Highway Improvement Projects costing Sl 
million or less to follow thc Caltrans Encroachment Pennil process. Highway Improvement Projecls 

"Callrm improvti mobiUly dcrou Caltfomie " 

S5-14 
(cont'd.) 

S5-15 

S5-16 

S5-17 

S5-18 

S5-19 

S5-20 

S5-21 

S5-22 

Response to Comment S5-15; 

The most SR-52 capacily with the current 6+2 altemalive in the analysis is 5 lanes in the peak direclion. 

This is the same capacily (5 lanes in the peak direclion) as the 5+5 altemative meniioned. Given thai the 

number of lanes in the peak direclion remains the same under either scenario, the traffic impacl results 

would be Ihe same. Significant impacts to the SR-52 mainline were identified in the EIR for every Project 

time-frame, The conclusion that the Project would result in a significanl impact to SR-52 would stay the 

same for the 5+5 scenario versus 6+2. There is therefore no need lo conduct the analysis 

Response to Comment S5-16; 

Table 4,4-15 has been amended lo reflect the capacity of 3 lanes eastbound. west of Mast Boulevard at 

2010. This does not impact the analysis or conclusions ol the EIR. 

Response to Comment S5-17: 

If the proposed TDM Plan is successful, the Project would result in NO peak hour traffic impacts, either on 

local streets or intersections, or SR-52 mainline or ramps. However, the Projecl applicant cannot 

completely control all Iraffic coming to Ihe landfill. Therefore, since ils success cannoi be guaranteed, the 

EIR has concluded that there would be a significanl, unmitigaled impact. As part of the TDM Plan, 

quarterly traffic informaiion compiled for MM 4.4.5b shall be sent to Caltrans as well, MM4.4,5b has been 

modified accordingly. 

The Project is being required to pay (air share for all local freeway improvements in the recent Regional 

Transportation Plan (RTP), We do not see a mechanism lo determine fair share for any unplanned 

improvement and Callrans has not provided a mechanism in this commeni. Also, the landfill is not 

expected lo contribute vehicular traffic lo SR-52 indefinitely. Once the landfill reaches capacity, it would 

close down and the number of Irips to and from the landfill would be well below currently permitled levels. 

As described in the Findings of Fad and Statement of Overriding Considerations, the public benefit of Ihe 

landfill will outweigh the future cumulatively significanl traffic impacts to SR-52 in the event the TDM Plan 

does not work. 

The City and the applicant are willing to discuss ways to structure the miligation if the TDM Plan is not 

completely successful. 

000055 
Sycamore Landfill Masier Plan Final EIR RTC-50 September 2008 

http://www.dol.ca,gov/hq/oppd/pdpm/pdpmn.hlm
http://www.dot.ca.gov/liq/iraffops/developserv/pemiils/pd�'ronn5/PEER_(TR-0112),pdf


3 0 0 ^ -
RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER- S5) 

(conlinuad) 

Response to Comment S5-18: 

SR-52, from the City of San Diego city limits to SR-67, is eligible for scenic highway designation, bul has 

nol been so designated. Actual designation requires that 1) Ihe City of Santee requesl such designation, 

and 2) Caltrans personnel conduct an evalualion relative lo the various scenic highway crileria. According 

to the Coordinator, the Caltrans Scenic Highway Departmental Technical Advisory Committee (DTAC) 

responsible for such review was abolished two years ago. Even if Ihe highway were designated as 

•scenic," whether or not the landfill woutd impact that potential future designation would be speculative. 

The landfill is an existing condition in this location, and Ihe incremental effect of the additional increase in 

height over existing conditions would be unlikely lo preclude any scenic highway designation. The landfill 

would be a! least one and one-half miles from [he nearest portion of the eligible segmenl of SR-52, and, as 

required by permit conditions and mitigalion measures, would be revegetated wilh nalive vegetation. 

Response to Comment S5-19: 

The visual simulalions in the EIR depict Ihe projected interim landfill profiles with dashed lines already, as 

well as the post-closure Project afler vegelalion has become eslablished. As seen in the simulalion in EIR 

Figure 4.2-22, there would be little difference between inlerim profiles at 990 feel AMSL and Ihe profile at 

883 leet AMSL shown. During construction of the landfill, areas of the facility mosl recently graded would 

show as bare soil or soil with mulch covering, as described in Ihe EIR, page 4.2-46, Later, as vegetation 

becomes established on graded areas left undisturbed for six months or more, the visual contrast wilh 

surrounding nalural hillsides would be reduced. Depiction of such characleristics would not change the EIR 

conclusion that visual impacts of the Project would be significant and unmitigable, despite the many 

measures used to reduce visual contrast. 

Response to Comment 55-20: 

Comment noted. Although there are times when the speed on SR-52 is slower lhan 65 miles per hour 

(mph), the slower speeds typically occur during morning and afternoon rush periods, when heavy traflic is 

using SR-52. At those times, traffic may be reduced to 10-20 mph. Under such condilions, drivers typically 

are paying more atlenlion to the bumper of the vehicle ahead of them than lo looking around at the 

scenery. White passengers may have more time to look around under such conditions, vehicles with 

passengers in addilion to the driver represent a small percentage of rush-hour vehicles. In any event, the 

view would be primariiy of a vegetated hillside, with the active working face blocked from view by berms. 
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iMJODSi RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER S5) 

(conlinuad) 

Response to Comment S5-21: 

The Dislrict 11 Environmental Department provided copies of Ihe relevanl sections of the 1992 Cily of San 

Diego EIR for Mission Trails Parkway (EQD No. 82-0657), and Ihe 1989 Addendum #5 from the Caltrans 

Route 52 Visual Study. The 1982 EIR identifies no specific scenic vistas, but anticipates significant visual 

impacis to Ihe area as a resull of roadway cuts and fills. The 1989 document analyzed one view, northerly 

towards Spring Canyon from near the intersection of Mission Gorge Road and Father Junipero Serra Trail. 

However, this view was not identified as an officially designaled scenic visla, and two visual simulations in 

the Sycamore EIR, Figures 4,2-23 and 4.2-24, bracket lhal view. As a result, the impacts to any views 

analyzed in Ihe prior Caltrans documents already are discussed in Ihe Projecl EIR, 

Response to Comment S5-22; 

This comment outlines Caltrans' procedures for review of work to be performed wiihin the Callrans right of 

way. The applicant would complete a PEER prior to applying (or an encroachment permit or other permit 

for work wiihin Callrans right-of-way. 
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Letter S5 

(cont'd.) 
RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER S5) 

- (conllnued) 

costing greater lhan S1 million bul less than S3 million would he allowed lo follow a streamlined 
projecl development process similar lo the Caltrans Eneroaehmeni Permit process. In order to 
deiermine lhc appropriale pennit processing of projecls funded by others, it is recommended the 
concept and projecl approval for work lo be done on the State Highway Sysiem be evaluated Ihrough 
the completion of a PEER- A PEER should always be prepared, regardless of lhc cost of 
improvemenls, when new operaling improvemenls are constmcted by the pennittee that become part 
oflhe State Highway System. These include but are not limiled to, signalization, channelization, turn 
pockets, widening, realignment, public road connections, and bike paths and lanes. After approval of 
Ihe PEER and necessary application and supporting documenlalion an encroachment permil can be 
issued. 

Highway Improvement Projecls greater than 53 million, or considered complex projects, would be 
required to adhere to the full Project Developmeni Process (e.g. Projecl Initiation Documenls, Project 
Sludy Reports and Cooperalive Agreements), A Caltrans Dislrict responsible unit will be notified 
and a project manager will be assigned lo coordinate the project approval. 

Furthermore, the applicant's environmental docura entail on must include such work in Iheir projecl 
description and indicate that an encroachment permil will be needed. As part ofthe encroachment 
permit process, the developer must provide appropriale environmental approval for potential 
environmental impacts lo Slate Highway RAV. Environmental documentation should include studies 
or leltcrs from qualified specialists or personnel which address the poiential, or lack of potential, for 
impacts to thc following resources in slate righl-of-way; 

Biological resources 
Archaeological and hisloric resources 
Visual quality 
Hazardous waste 
Waler qualily & stormwater 
Pre-historic resources 
Air qualily 
Noise levels 

Copies ofall projccl-iclatcd environmental documentation and studies which address the above-died 
resources should be included with the projecl proponent's encroachment permil applicalion to 
Caltrans for work within Stale RAV. If these materials are nol included with the eneroaehmeni pennit 
application, the applicant will be required lo acquire and provide these lo Callrans before the permit 
application will be accepted. Encroachment pemiit submittals thai are incomplete can result in 
significant delays in permit approval. The developer will also be responsible for procuring any 
necessary permits or approvals from the regulatory and resource agencies for the improvemenls. 

When a property owner proposes lo dedicate property to a local agency for Callrans use in 
conjunction with a permit project, Caltrans will not issue Ihe encroachment permit until the dedication 
is made and the property has been conveyed to the Deparlmenl. 

"Caltranl improva mobility a 

S5-22 
(cont'd.) 

S5-23 

S5-24 

S5-25 

S5-26 

Response to Comment S5-23: 

This comment outlines Caltrans' procedures for review of improvemenl Projects of more than $3 million or 

olherwise considered complex and that are lo be perfomied wiihin the Caltrans right of way. Comment 

noled. 

Response to Comment S5-24: 

The landfill proposes improvements to Mast Boulevard within Callrans right-of-way (ROW) and discusses 

Ihe need for an encroachment permit in the EIR. The details regarding potential environmental impacts 

associated wilh widening of Mast Boulevard have been added lo the EIR under each applicable 

environmental topic. No significant environmental impacis were idenlified as a result of that analysis. 

Response to Comment S5-25: 

Comment noted, Copies of the requested Project-related environmental documenlalion will be included 

wilh the applicant's eneroaehmeni permil application and noies the requiremenls and polenlial (or delay 

identified by the commenter. 

Response to Comment S5-26: 

This comment describes Callrans encroachment permit procedures and does not address the adequacy of 

Ihe EIR, therefore no response is necessary, 
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Comment 
Letter S5 

(cont'd.) 

Improvemenl plans for conslmclion wiihin Slate Highway RAV must include thc appropriale 
engineering informaiion consistent with the siate code and signed and stamped by a professional 
engineer regisiercd in the State of Califomia. Tlie Departmenl's Pennil Manual contains a listing of 
typical information required for projecl plans. All design and construction musl bc in conformance 
wilh ihe Americans with Disabilities Acl (ADA) requiremenls. 

Additional information regarding eneroaehmeni permits may be obtained by contacting 
ihe Caltrans Permits Office at (619) 688-6158. Early coordination with Caltrans is 
strongly advised for all encroachment permils. 

Thc California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires, under Public Resources Code (PRC) 
Seclion 21081.6, thc adoplion of reporting or monitoring programs when public agencies include 
environmental impact miligalion as a condition of project approval. Reporting or monitoring takes 
place after project approval to ensure implementation ofthe projecl in accordance with ihe miligalion 
adopted during the CEQA review process. According lo PRC Seclion 21081.6, when a projecl has 
impacts thai are of slaiewide, regional, or area-wide significance, a reporling or moniioring program 
shall be submilted lo ihe Departmenl of Transportation (Callrans). Attached are Callrans guidelines 
for Ihe submina! of reporting or moniioring programs. Please submit thc attached information to the 
Callrans Inter-Govemmental Review/Development Review conlact foiiowing projecl approval. 
If you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact me at (619) 688-6960, 

S5-27 

S5-28 

S5-29 

ta-Since: 

JACOB ARMSTRONG, Chief 
Development Review Branch 

c: City of Santee 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER 55} 

(continued) 

Response to Comment S5-27; 

This comment describes Caltrans procedures for review and approval of improvement plans for 

construction within State Highway righl of way. Because it does nol address the adequacy of the EIR, no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment S5-28: 

The comment describes Caltrans procedures for review and approval of improvement plans and 

encroachment permits. Because il does not address the adequacy of Ihe EIR, no response is necessary. 

Requirements for construclion within Slate Highway RAV are noted. 

Response to Comment S5-29; 

Caltrans guidelines for the submittal of reporting or moniioring programs are noted and Ihe allached 

informaiion will be submitled to the Caltrans Inter-Governmental Review/ Developmeni Review contact 

following Project approval as requested/required. 

"CitftnuiJ impntts mablUty acrou Califomia ~ 
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Comment 
Letter SSA 
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May 9, 200S 

Elizabelh Shearer-Nguyen 
Ci ly o f San Diego Developmental Services Ccnlcr 

1222 First Avenue, M S SOi 

S a n D i c y o . C A 02101-4231 

.»i>mM.nsniiyAii/i wi (•<»•-•• i kiwr— 

l l - S D - 5 2 

P M 14.77 

Sycamore Landf i l l E IR 

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen; 

The Califomia Dcpanmem of Transponaiion (Callrans) san a leuer to lhc City daicd April 4. 2008, 
deiailinu our commems on tlie Sycamore Landfill DraR Environmcniai Impacl Repon (EIR), Since 
lhc submiltal of our Iciicr, Caltrans has had several meetings with Cily siaff lo discuss polenlial 
miiiijatioii measures on SR-52, specifically ihe inlerchange of SR-52 and Masl Boulevard. 

In lieu oflhe proposed Miligalion Moniioring Program, Ihe Drafl EIR identified signiiicant impacts 
ai die SR-i2/Masi Boulevard interchange and recommended miligation measures for the Near-Term, 
Inlerim Year (Year 2010) und Long-Term Year. The DEIR included language dial allhough 
significanl impacis have been idenlified, "Improvements io Stale faciliiies are Ihe sole rcsjionsibilily 
ofCnllraiis. and such work is done in accordance wiih the RTP". Therefore, ihe DEIR explains Ihat 
impacis lo Ihese faciliiies will remain significant until lhc idenlified improvemenls have been 
compleled by Caltrans. or unlil fair share coniribuiions can be ncgolialcd wilh Callrans. 

Potenliai miligalion lo SR-52 should nol bc detemiined on Ihe basis or jurisdiction or whelher Oi" nol 
Callrans has an identified projecl or nicchanisin lo colled fair share. Wc expect lhc EIR for lhc 
Sycamore Landfill lo idenlify miligalion lo SR-52 and a corresponding impiemenlalion pkin asil 
relates to ilie proposed project's environmental requiremenls, Caltrans ability io identify a project or 
colled fair share as part ofa local developmeni approval are nol appropriale conslrainls by which Ihe 
EIR should use lo deiermine lhal impacis io SR-52 arc unmiiigalable. nor are Ihey consistenl with lhc 
intenl ofCEQA. 

In addilion, wc further clarified in our letler on the EIR thai ihe Caltrans SR-52 Managed Lanes 
TransNel projeci docs nol include ftjuding. or design plans for improvemenls lo ihe SR-52/Masi 
Boulevard inlerchange, and thai no Project Sludy Repons (PSR's) arc curreniiy planned by Callians 
for ihe SR-52 corridor al ihis lime. Therefore, we would expeel Ihe improvements bc idenlified and 
implemenled ihrough a Ciiy projeci, whereby Caluans will panicipaie in design review and approval 
ihrough our permii or projecl developmeni procedures process, li should also bc noled, lhc Callrans 
SR-52 Managed Lanes projecl is nol expected lo be compleie unlil lhc year 2025, Tliis completion 
year cxccftls the 2015 year idenlified in Ihe Sycamore Landfill EIR, which could resull in a delay of 
fulure "lickels" based on ihe siruclure and language ofthe EIR as il relates to Long-Term impacis of 
ihe Landfill operalions. 

S5A-1 

S5A-2 

S5A-3 

S5A-4 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED MAY 9, 2008 (LETTER S5A) 

Response to Comment S5A-1: 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment S5A-2: 

ll is not clear what Ihe comment means by "In lieu of the proposed Mitigation Monitoring Program,.,1' The 

Miligalion Monitoring and Reporling Program (MMRP) included in Chapter 13 of the EIR indudes eight 

transportation impact mitigalion measures designed to lessen Ihe traffic impacts from the Projecl to the 

maximum extenl feasible. Three of the miligalion measures found in the MMRP are physical improvements 

to nearby surface streets and intersections. One of the traffic miligalion measures is a "fair share" 

conlribulion to the Caltrans SR-52 Managed Lanes Project, The other four traflic mitigation measures 

relate lo a transporialion demand managemenl plan (TDM) designed to restrict Project-relaled peak hour 

trips to avoid any significanl impacts to either SR-52 or nearby surface streets. If the proposed TDM plan 

succeeds, Ihe Project would not have any significant impact to SR-52 or nearby surface streets. Because 

the landfill owner does nol have compiete conlrol over the liming of all vehicles desiring to access the 

landfill, it cannoi guarantee that the TOM plan will succeed, even if the landfill makes every effort to fully 

implement the plan. Because the Projecl cannot guarantee complete success o( the TDM plan, the EIR 

conservatively assumes Ihat the impacts may nol be fully mitigated. 

After completion of Ihe Draft EIR. the traffic consullant prepared an updated Iraffic study using the more 

recent Series 10 SANDAG traffic model to analyze the Project's traffic impacis lo SR-52. That sludy, which 

is included in Append D5, demonstrates that even if the TDM plan is not a complete success, the Project 

slill would fully miligate all Iraffic impacts on the mainline of SR-52. The EIR was not updated to change 

the traffic conclusions based on the supplemental traffic report, thus Ihe EIR's conclusions are 

conservalive, EIR Table 4.4-15 shows significant project impacts to the SR-52 mainline, wesibound from 

Mast Blvd, during the AM peak period, and easlbound to Mast Blvd. in the PM peak period, based on Ihe 

existing landfill 10,5-hour operalions day, and anticipated project traffic of up to 3,600 ADT associated wilh 

wasle haul vehicles, and up to 1,470 ADT from olher landfill-related trips (Table 4,4-3, row ^OIO"). It 

ideniifies lhal the only physical solution to the impacl is an addiiional lane in each direction. Since Callrans 

is already planning for such a roadway expansion (the SR-52 Managed Lanes Project), the EIR proposes 

that the applicant pay Caltrans an appropriate "fair share" to help to implement that project (MM 4,4.2). As 

per CEQA guidance, such a payment would not mitigate the significant impact until the road improvemenl 

is completed. In ihe meanlime, Ihe applicant would be doing all lhal it could to reduce project-related peak 

period travel, through implementation of the TDMP (Mitigation Measures 4.4.5b through 4,4,5d). 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED MAY 9, 2008 (LETTER S5A} 

(conlinued) 

Response to Comment S5A-2: (cont'd.) 

Significanl project impacts to ihe SR-52 mainline are also identified in 2025, as shown in EIR Table 4.4-17, 

even though il is assumed that Ihe Managed Lanes Projecl would be completed and in operation at that 

time. This is due to continued use in the analysis of a 10.5-hour day, even though up to 24-hour operalion 

has been requested, and anlicipaled increases in landfill traffic up lo Ihat lime. Including 5,200 ADT from 

waste haul vehicles, and up to 1,680 ADT (rom other landfilkelaled trips (Table 4.4-3, row "2025"), This 

impacl could be miligaled Ihrough physical means of providing an additional freeway lane for each direclion 

of travel west of the Masl Blvd. inlerchange, but such a project be in Ihe Caltrans ROW and would far 

exceed the project's fair share. Moreover, updated analysis demonstrates that Ihis impact would not exist, 

and'in fact potential impacts to the SR-52 mainline would be fully mitigated, thus no miligation would be 

required. Also, a successful TDM program separately would fully miligate all project impacts to SR-52 

mainline. 

There are no additional feasible physical improvements. Moreover, although the EIR did not rely upon it, if 

the landfill expansion operates at the inlake levels addressed in the traffic analysis, the long-term impacts 

would be short-lived, as Ihe landfill would close in approximately 2028. In any evenl, Ihe applicant, City 

and Caltrans mel following submitlal of Ihis letter and agreed upon the appropriate fair share miligation. 

The Iraffic sludy analyzed freeway ramp meters al the 2010 and 2025 period, and found no significant 

project impacl at the SR-52 Mast Blvd, ramps (EIR Tables 4.4-13 and 4,4-18). Consequently, no mitigation 

tor ramp impacis is required under CEQA. 

Response to Comment S5A-3: 

Potential miligation for Ihe Callrans facilities [freeways and ramps) was not determined based on 

jurisdiction, or whelher Caltrans has an identified projecl or mechanism to collect fair share. The EIR 

specifically ideniifies needs for increased capacity (e.g., additional westbound freeway lanes, "free" or triple 

right-turn lanes at the ramps, etc.), and then states where these improvemenls may not be feasible due to 

a) the fact they are not in idenlified projects that could assure their implementation, and b) the applicant 

and the City bolh lack jurisdiction to control the implementation of such miligation. This project cannot fully 

fund regional improvements on the scale of a freeway mainline widening project. Nonetheless, the projecl 

has been conditioned on providing all feasible mitigation, including a TDM program that could fully mitigate 

any impacis. CEQA does not allow an EIR to rely on provision of a fair share to conclude an impact has 

been mitigated where Ihe applicant and lead agency do not control or have jurisdiction over the miligation 

area, and where no plan evidencing Ihat funding will be available and implementation will occur is in place, 
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tjJdlnVC'? RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED MAY 9, 2008 (LETTER SSA) 

(conlinuad) 

Response to Comment S5A-3: (com'd.) 

and the EIR follows CEQA in calling the impact as significant and unmitigaled. Moreover, see Response lo 

Commeni S5A-2 regarding Ihe updated traffic sludy which demonstrates lhal Ihere would not be a 

significant unmiligated Project impact on SR-52, and that even without that updated sludy, under the Iraffic 

sludy in the Draft EIR il is possible lhal the TDM program could fully miligale any impact that olherwise 

woutd exist on SR-52, if it can be fully implemented. 

Response to Comment S5A-4: 

The EIR defines the deficiencies for the existmg and presumed roadway systems, and provides poiential 

miligalion measures. As noled in Response lo Comment S5A-3, the TDM Program, if successful, would 

fully mitigate all impacts to SR-52. In addilion, the updaled traffic analysis shows that there would be no 

signiticanl cumulative impact on Ihe SR-52 mainline, Finally, Callrans, Ihe City and the applicant have met 

since this letter was provided and have agreed upon the appropriate fair share payment, 
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Comment 
Letter S5A 

(cont'd.) 

Given lhc idenlified need for improvemenls al the SR-52/Masl Boulevard inlerchange and ihe 
absence ofmiiigation by ihe Cily of Santee or ihe CilyofSan Diego in their respective EIR's to 
miligate impacis associaled wiih iheir developmeni approvals for Fanita Ranch in the Cily of Sanlcc 
and Sycamore Landfill in lhc City of San Diego, andlhe faci lhal Callrans docs noi have any plans 
for improvements, we fell il was imponam to meet wiih lhc local jurisdiclions and siakeholdcis io 
come io a potcmia! resoluiion or commitment of funding lo implement ihe necessary improvemenls. 

As a resull of our meetings and coordination wilh bolh lhc Cily of Sanlcc and SanDiego. Cailrans 
developed a preliminary design for improvemenls 10 SR-52 and Masl Boulevard. Although we do 
nol agree from a CEQA siandpolm lhai Caltrans has any obligation lo design a projeci in order for a 
local developmeni projecl io satisfy their impact miligalion, because of Ihe crilical need for these 
improvements, we have atiachcd a preliminary design for several miligalion options ranging in scope 
and cosl. which Callrans Design slaff would be happy 10 discuss in more detail wilh Ihe cilies and 
siakclioidcrs. 

Wiih this infonnation, wc would like lo request a meeling wiih bolh lhc Cily ofSantce and Cily of 
San Diego Managemenl and projecl proponents to discuss Ihe Mitigalion Moniioring Proyram and 
polenlial impiemenlalion ofthe proposed design plans, including any cosl sharing orexecalion of 
agreem ents. 

If you have any qucslions, please conlacl mc al (619) 683-6960. 

Sinceiely, ,"',.,' • ' , ' 

S5A-5 

S5A-6 

S5A-7 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED MAY 9, 2008 (LETTER SSA) 

(conllnued) 

Response to Comment S5A-5: 

The Impacts and mitigation measures discussed in the Fanila Ranch EIR and required by the Cily of 

Saniee are not the subject of this EIR. The Cily in this EIR has required mitigalion for impacts, including a 

fair share paymenl as required by Miligation Measure 4,4,2, and a TDM plan, as well as all other feasible 

mitigalion measures. 

Response to Comment S5A-6: 

Comment noled. 

Response to Comment S5A-7: 

Representatives of the City of San Diego, the City of Santee, and the applicant met with Caltrans 

representatives on June 5, 200B, At the meeting, the preliminary design plans attached to Ihis commeni 

lelter were discussed and it ultimately was agreed thai the appiicani would make a fair-share conlribution of 

$1,500,000,10 Caltrans through the Cityof San Diego, to be used to help widen the wesibound on-ramp at 

Masl Boulevard and SR-52. Caltrans confirmed lhal the $1,500,000 payment would be the Projecl's fair-

share as idenlified in the EIR in Mitigalion Measure 4.4.2. 

' fJ>~J ac-eti-AmiStroiig^ Chicf 
Development Review Branch 

c: Labib Quascm, Ciiy of San Diego 
Tim Daly, Cily of San Diego 
Minjic Mei. Cilyof Sanlcc 
Kevin Mallory, Cily of Saniee 

"Cfllitint iliiprtrM't muhilitt " C u l l C'lilifu'" 
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Letter S5A.-, 

(cont'd.) - 1 
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Comment 
Letter S6 

'Jdisf-o STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE O/PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT 

AJUiOLE S C H W A H U T O O M 
OOVUkMOK 

Cnmn* B«ANT 
DBUCTQll 

April 3, 200 S 

Elizabeth Sbearer-Nguycn 
Ciiy of Sm Diego 
1222 Firil Avtous. MS-S01 
Sm Diego, CA 92101-4135 

Subjecl; Sycamore Lnndfill Mtslcr Plan 
SOW: 2003O410S7 

Dear Elizabelh ShEarer-Mguycn'. 

The Slale Clearinghouse submilted Ihe above named Draft EIR Io selEded slate agendcj for leviiw. On lhc 
enclosed Documeni Details Repori please note lhal the Clcaringbouic has listed the state agcnciei lilt 
reviewed ynur document. The review pcrind closed on April 7, 2008, and the comments fcotn tho 
responding agency (ies) is (uc) enclosed. If this commeni package U nol in order, please nodfy Ihe Slate 
ClcarinEbouse immediately. Please refer lo the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future 
corrcspocdeacB sa lhal wc may respond prninplly. 

Please nole thai Seclion 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code stales that: 

"A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive conuricnts regarding those 
activides involved in a project which are within an area of expertise ofthe agency or which arc 
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall bc supporsd by 
specific documentadon." 

These commenls ore forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need 
more infonnation oi clarificadon oflhe enclosed comments, we iccommcnd that you contaci the 
commenring agency direcdy. 

Thia letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant lo Ihe California EnvironnieDtal Quality Act Please conlacl the Slale 
Clearinghouse al (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process. 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA, GOVERNOR'S 

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH. STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT, SIGNED 

BY TERRY ROBERTS, DATED APRIL 8, 2008 

(LETTER 36) 

Response to Comment S6-1: 

In this transmittal, the OPR provides comments submitted by the California Native American Heritage 

Commission and ihe California Integrated Waste Management Board; these comments had previously 

been received and are included in these Responses to Comments as Comment Lelter S3, Response 

Number S3-1, and Commeni Letler S I , Response Numbers S M through S1-17. No response to the OPR 

transmittal is required. 

Sincerely, 

Terry Rffie 

fa-izr 
Terry RSbeiU 
Director, State Cleaiinghouse 

S6-1 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Agency 

UM 10th Strut P.O. Eoi 31M4 SacramEnto, California 95812-3IM4 
(SIS) «5-0fil3 FAX (916) 313-3018 www.opr.u.gov 
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ViAOP Document Details Roport 
State Clearlnghouso Data Base 

Comment 
Letter S6 

(cont'd,) 

SCH# Z0030410S7 
Project Tille Sycamots Landfill Master Plan 

Lead Agency San Diego. Cityof 

Typo EIB Orafl EIR 
Description East Elliot Community Plan Am ond m ant, Amendmenl ol the Ptogresi Guide and General Plan. 

Rezoning of the 511a lo IH-2-1 (Industrial). Amendment lo Planned Development PemlVSlte 
Development Permit, Approval of a Consolidated Parcel Map, Public Right ol Way and Easemenl 
Vacaiions, Grant Deed, and Roadway Eneroaehmeni Psmiii for the continued developmeni ol 
Sycamore Landfill, Under the Masier Plan, lha landlill footprint would Incrsase by approximately 167 
(eel. to a maximum hleght ol 1,050 leet AMSL, This would result in an lucre aaa In municipal solid 
waste (MEW) capacity from approximalsly 71 million cubic yards (mcy) under the current plan; 10 151 
mcy. Under the Master Plan, Ihe average dalty waste tonnage Is propoaed lo Increase Irom the cunent 
3,9S5 tons per day (tpd) to a maximum of 13,000 tpd, anticipated lo occur In 2025, wilh Ihe Increase 
proposed In a aeries of steps, depending on when and al what rale solid waste Is generaled In Ihe 
region. To (sell iia to Ihe expansion, new ancillary (acllltles, Including larger sedimentation basins, a 
larger scales area, a maintenancs area, and a new admlnlstrallvs office would be cantlruclBd south o l 
Ihe landfill. The project site Is generally bound by MCAS Miramar to tha north, lha eastern rtdge line ol 
Little Sycamore Canyon lo the wesl. The projecl is within Ihe East Elliot Community Planning Aiea. In 
addition, new t/ansmission line slructuret would be buill within lha existing SDG&E iransmission line 
easemerl areas. 

L e a d A g e n c y C o n t a c t 

JVama Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
Agency City ol San Diego 

Phone (519)446-5369 
email 

Address 1222 First Avenue, MS-501 
City San Oiego S t i le CA Zip 92101-4135 

P r o j e c t L o c a t i o n 

County San Diego 
C/ty San Diego 

Res'on 
Cross Slreels Mast Boulevard 

Parcel No. 
Township Range 

Proximity, to: 
Highways 52, 125 

Airports Ge lies pie Field 
Railways 

Waterways . . • 
Schools' 

Land Use RS-l-B and Open Space 

Project Issues Aesthetic/Visual: Air Quality; Archaeologlc-Hlstoric: Coastal Zone: Cumulative EHects; Flood 

Plain/Flooding: Geologic/Seismic: Growth Inducing: Noise; Other Issues; Soil 

Etosion/Compaclion/Gtadlng; Solid Wasle; Tralflc/Circulallon; Vegetation; Water Quality; 

Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife 

Reviewing Resources Agency; Regional Water Quality Contml Board, Region fl: Department of Parks and 
Agencies Recreation; Native American KsrltBge Commission; Integrsted Waste Managemenl Board; Office of 

Historic Preservation; Oapartment of Fish and Game. Region 5; Departmenl ol Water Resources; 
Departmenl of Conservation: California Highway Patrol; Callrans, District 11; Callrans, DMslon ol 

Note: Blanks In dala fields resull from Insuffldent InlormaUon provided by lead egency. 

S6-1 
(cont'd.' 
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Comment 
Letter S6 

'- ?̂  9s $3 ti^ft** s t a t e C l e a r i n g h o u s e Da ta B a s e 

D o c u m e n t D e t a i l s R e p o r t f r n n t ' r i \ 
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Other - Public Comments 

OalBRace/verf 02/22/2008 Start of Review 02/22/2008 EndofReWaw 04/07/2008 
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
Sl > CAPTTOL MALU ROOM S H 
SACHAMENTO.CASUM 
( l1B)BSW3i1 
f i . ( t K ) BBT-KKa 
Wib ai l« www, n uhe.«. g m 
*-fTl>Il; a t _ n H h c 9 p a c t l l l j ] M 

Match 10, 200S 

Ma. Eilzsbetli Sfisstet-Nguysn, Planner 
CITY OF EAN DIEGO DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
1222 Flisl Avenue 
Sen Diego.CA 92101 

Ba: ^Hi>20Q3Q41057: C^QA Notjce of Comolflllon- draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIRl tor Sycamore 
Canvon Lendflll Waster Plan:" located near Citv of Saniee- Citv of San Dieao: San Dieao Countv. California 

Dear Ma. Shetar-Ngyuen 

The NsDve American Hentags Commissjon i i the state agency designated to ptolect Calilomia's Nalive 
Amarlcan Cultural Rssources. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requites that any project that 
c i u i e i a substanDal atfvene change In Ihe algnilicance of an hislorical leaouitv, thet Indudes atchaeological 
resQurces, Is a 'significant effBrf requiring the pioparatten of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) per tfie Califomia 
Cods of Rogulaljoni §15064.5(b)(c (CEQA guidelines}. Section 15382 ol ths 2007 CEQA Guideiines defines a 
significant Impact on the envltonment es *a iubstanflai, or potontmlly substantial, adverse change In any of physical 
conditions within an area aflected by the proposed project, Induding... objecQ of historic or aesthetic algnilicance.' 
In order to comply wilh Wis provision, ths lead agency is tequited to assess whsthst ths project will havs an adverse 
Impact on thess resources wiihin tha 'area of potential effact (APE)', and if so, to miff gate that eflect To adequately 
assess the project related Impacts on historical resources, the Commission recommends the fallowing action: 

V Conlacl the appropriate California Historic ResDUtces Informatton Cenler (CHRIS) for possible 'recorded sites' in 
locstlonB whsts ths dsvslopmant will or might occur.. Contact infotmation for ths Information Center nearest you is 
available from the Stale Office of Historic Preservation l916/653-727BVhttp7^w>w ohn parks ca gov. The record 
search will determine: 
• I fa pert or the entits APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources. 
• It sny known cultural resources have already been recorded In or adjacenl to the APE. 
• If the probability la low, moderate, or high tnat cultural resources are located In the APE. 

II a sun/ey Is requited to determine whelher previously unrecorded cultural resources are present 
•J If an Brchaaological Inventory survey is required, ths final stage is Ihe preparation of a professional repori detailing 
the findings end fecommendaffons of the records sesrcti and field suivey. 
• The final report containing eila forms, site elgnificance, and mitigation msaauters should be submitted 

Immediately lo the planning dspartment. All Inlormation tsgarding sits locations, Native Ametican human 
remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made 
available for pubic dlsclosurs. 

• The final written repori should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the appropriate 
teglonal archaeoioglcal InlormeUon Csntar. 

V Contact tha Nattva American Hsritaga Commission (NAHC) lor; 
A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search of the ptoject erea end Inform a Don on tribal contacts In the project 

vicinity trial may have additional cultural resoutce Information. Please provide this office wilh Ihe loilDWing 
dtatioh loimal lo assist with tho Sacred Lands File search request USGS 7.5-minutB quadrangle citation 
With neme. lownshlp. range and seclion: . 

Trie NAHC advises the use of Native American Monitors to ensure proper Identification and cate given cultural 
reaources that may be dlscovsred. Tris NAHC recommends that contad be marie with Native American 
Contapta on lha ettHched lislto nal limir input on polanllal project impact (APG). In some cases, the enislenca of 
a Native American culturel resources may be known only loe locel Iribefs). 

V Leek of eurfaca evidence gt archeological resources does not predude their subsurface existence, 
• Lead agsncies should Indude In thalr mitigation plan provisions for the Identification and evalualion of 

eccldenlally dlscoveled ercrieological resourcee, per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15D64.S (f). 
In areaa of Identified archaeological seneilivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native 
American, with knowledge In culturel resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing activltjee. 
A cultutally-anillalBd Native American tribe may bo Ihe only eourco of Inlotmetlon about a Sacred Slte/NaBva 
American cultutal resource. 

• Leed eoenclea should Iriduda In their mltlaaffon plan provisions for the die position ol recovered artifacts, In 
consultation with culturally aff Hated Native Americane, 
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Letter S6 

(cont'd,) 

V Lead BgancJea ahould Indude provlalona lor discovery of Native American human remains or unmarked cemeteries 
In their mitigation plans. 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(d) requires the lead agency to wotk wilh the Natrve Americans Identified 
by this Commission If the Initial Sludy idantitlea the presence or likely presence at Native American human 
remains wllhln the APE. CEQA Guidelines provide for agree me na with Native American, Identilied by Ihe 
NAHC, to Bssure lha appropriale and dignified Ireatment of Native American human remains and any assodated 
grave llena, 

•J Health snd Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Coda §5007.98 snd Sec. §15064.5 (d) of Ihs California Code 
ol Regulations (CEQA Guidelines) mandate procedures to be followed, Including that construction or excavation be 
stopped Ih the event of an aoddental Discovery ot any human remains In a localion other than a dedicated cemetery 
unci the counly coroner or medical examiner can determine whether the remains era Ihoso of a Nativs American. . 
Nola Ihat §7051 ol tha Healtji & Safety Coda states that disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony, 
•I lead aoendes shouU consider avoldancB. as dsfined in S1537Q oflhe Califomia Code of Regulations ICEQA 
gMgl lneal . when significanl cullural resources ars discovered during trie course of prolecl denning and 
irndsmenBtlon 

Piesse foal free tc contact me at (SIS) 653-6751II you have any questions. 

Attachment Ust ot Native Afnerican Contacts 

Cc: State Clearinghouse 
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Comment 
Letter S6 

(cont'd.) 

MAHCO REID B S Q W U 

CHAIR 

MBBaWV@|CrWM B.CA-COV 

[916)J-tl-60il 

WESLEY CKESBHO 
aB10@CP*H». CA.COV 

(iHS)3 + l - t03B 

R O S U J E M U I i 

M UL£@CIWM B.CA.COV 

[sie)j*i-soie 

CHER YL PEACE 

CFEACE@CrWM» CA.GOV 
(B1B)J*I-«010 

GARY PETERSEN 

Cf ETDtS E>J @C1 WMS.CAGOV 
(916)St l -60JJ 

March 25, 200S 

Ms Elizabelh Shearer-Nguyen 
CityofSanDiego 
1222 First Avenue, MS-501 
San Diego.CA 92101-4135 

Subject: • SCH No. 2003041057 - A Drafl Environmenial Impact Report for 
a proposed Masier Plan to provide additional landfill disposal 
capacity at Sycamore Landfill, Solid Waste Facility Permit 
(SWFP) No. 37-AA-O023, City of San Diego, County of San 
Diego 

Dear Ms Shearer-Nguyen: 

Thank you for allowing the Califomia Integrated Waste Management Board's 
(Board) staff to provide comments for this proposed projecl and for your agency's 
consideration of these comments as part ofthe Califomia Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) process. 

Board staffhas reviewed the environmental document ciled above and offers the 
following project description, analysis and our recommendations for the proposed 
project based on our underslanding ofthe project. Ifthc Board's project 
description varies substantially from the project as understood by thc Lead 
Agency, Board staff requests incorporation of any significant differences in thc 
Final Environmental Impact Report. 

PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION' 

The City of San Diego Developmeni Services Department, acting as Lead 
Agency, has prepared and circulated a Drafl Environmental Impact Report 
proposing to: 

• increase landfill capacity from 71 million cubic yards to 157 million cubic 
yards; 

• phased increase in daily loimage limits for Municipal Solid Waste up to 
13,000 tons per day in 2025, although annual lonnage currently is limited by 
the Franchise Agreement at 3965 Ions per day, 
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(cont'd.) 

, m ' 

new long term disturbance of less than 39 acres of additional sensitive habitat 
resulting from proposed development ofthe landfill, landfill ancillary 
facilities and relocation of transmission Unea with an approximate 26 acre 
increase in the disposal footprint; 
a vertical expansion of .167,feel to/a niaJdmunrelevatipn of 1050 feet above 
mean sea level; '", .,'-'...,','..', , • •' 
estimated closure date of 2028, depending on limits established by the 
Jranchise Agreement; • 
'increased hours of operation; 
relocation of power transmission lines; 
continued processing and removal of aggregate materials; 
processing of green and wood wasle; 
'pfbbe&smg ot1 coostmction and demolition materials; 
•composting; ; 
future expansion ofthe exist co-generation pianl and 
increasing solid waste truckloads to 1295 per day from 7 pm to 7 am not to 
exceed 259 per hour. 

Entitlement for Sycamore Landfill 

• • . ' • • - - -

Total Pennitted Acreage 
Permitted Disposal • 

Acreage 
Total Capacity 

Maximum Permitted 
Tonnage for Disposal 

Construction and 
Demolition Debris 

Greens 
Imported Base Material 

Ciass B Biosolids 
Other Recyclables 

Total Material Received 

Peak Elevation 

Maximum Deplh 

Eslimaled Closure 
Maximum Permitted 

Vehicles per Day 

Current Entitlements 
2004 SWFP 

491 acres 

• •••• 324 acres 

71 mcy 

3965 tons per day 

SS3 feet above mean sea 
leve! 

434 feel above mean sea 
level 
2031 

620 

6:00 AM -.4:30 PM M-F 
' 6:00 AM-4:00 PMS-S-

Proposcd Entitlements 

519 acres 

• ; • - -358.2 acres 

151 mcy 

6800 tons per day1 

500 tons per day1 

650 tons per day' 
400 tons per day 
400 tons per day* 

7 tons per day" 
9000 tons per day' • 

1050 feet above mean sea 
level 

' No change 

2028 

15203 

.. .; 24 hours per day 

U;\AlliuH*CEqAUMl DOCSCTnES\5«i Dit|S - Cil/COMMENT LETTlRSMlm SyamBt Unilfill 3J-AA-O01J J-UjJse 
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(cont'd.) 

1 9,400 loos per day in 2010, 10,700 IOM per dsy in 2015. 11,800 too* pa day in 2020 ind 
13,000 tons pet day in 202S and Ihereafter, undl cloiuic. 

2 Estimated three percent per year increaie, reaching up to 877 ton) per day in 20ZS and 
95Blonlperdaym2028. 

3 PeakoumbEt of vehicle round trip, one Irip in and one trip oul would equal i tound trip. 
.,,.. ; ..This number would escalate with increaiei in tonnaje lo 2,63} in20I0/20Il, 2,925 in 

20i5/20i6;3,17O in 2020/2021 and 3,'44() &om2025/2026iititjl closure! 
4 Estimated four percent per year increase. Reaching up to 1,M0 toas per day in 2025 and 

' '1,246 lotuperday in 2028. • •' . ' ;•' : ,( • ' - '-,•.:'*• 
5 Esdmatcd four pciccnl per yea; increase, Reaching up to 701 toni per day in 2025 and 

766 tons per day in 2028. 
6 Increasing to 13 tons perday in202S. 
7 Increasing to 16,700 tons per day in 2028, Daily totals tounded up. 

There were seven areas where impacts were considered significant, with 
mitigation, four of those impacted areas were considered less than significant and 
three were considered Significant and Unmiiigalable: ..; 

Less than Significant with Midgation 
• Land Use 
• Biological Resources (all other) 
• Paleontological Resources 
• Noise 

Sigmficant and Unmitigatab I c _ . . 
.•_.Landform.Alteration/Visual Quality..... '. ',; .. . "-. ".,•-. 
•_: Biological Resources (cumulative impacts to Nalive Grasslands). 
• Traffic/Circulation/Parking 
• Air Quality/Odor and cumulative impacts to Greenhouse Gases/Climate 

Change 

BOARD STAFF'S COMMENTS 

As a Responsible Agency for Solid Waste Facihties Permit concurrence, Board 
staff will conducl an environmental analysis for this project, using thc Drafl 
Environmenial Impact Report developed by thc Lead Agency, in accordance with 
Title 14, Califomia Code of Regulations (14 CCR), Section 15096, To assist in 
our review oflhe Draft Environmental Impact Report for Solid Waste FaciUties 
Permit concunence purposes, Board staff request that the following comments 
and questions be considered and addressed in thc Final Environmental Impact 
Report. 

For clarity and convenience, questions and comments that Board staif is seeking a 
specific response to will be italicized so the reader can more easily locate and 
respond lo thera. Board staff will also make siatements that in their opinion are 
fact.'if those.statements arc incorrect or unclear please notify Board staff. By the 

' environmental documeni not specifically prohibiting artaction or activity that 
does not give tacit approval lo perform that aclion or aclivily. 

ilM\sal?CEQ*\lCBi DOCSCnTES^ia Dlilo - CiiyCOMMQJT LETTCRSmBIR S p i ™ . Unlfill J1-AA-0O1J I - U J I K 
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' ' • * • ' DEDftycamore Landfill March 25, 2008 

Statement of Overriding Considerations 

Significanl impacis after mitigation lo the environment have been identified in the 
•'• • •,- ; area of Landform Alleraiion/Visual Quality, Biological Resources (cumulative 

' "'impacts to Native Giis'slandsJ.Traffic/Circulation/Parkingan'dAir Quality/Odor 
'•'•' •' and cumulative impacis to Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change! Please forward 

the Sialement qf Overriding Considerations io the Board prior to "adoption by the 
approving agency. 

Final Elevation 

The environmental document indicated that ike final elevation is 1050 feet above 
mean sea level - is that with or without final cover? If it is not with final cover 
what will be the elevalion al closure with final cover? 

Permitled Site 

The environmental document indicates that the site is 493 acres prior to this 
expansion; the current Solid Waste Facility Permit indicates the site lo be 491 
acres. Whal is the correct pennitted site acreage? 

Alternative Daily Cover •• 

The environmental document indicates that only ground greens and'wood wasle 
will bc used for Alternative Daily Cover. Are there any other' types allemative 
daily cover anticipated for use? There are a number of types of Altemative Daily 
Cover approved by the Board; to be used there needs to be a site specific 
analysis. 

Acceptance of Waste 

Sycamore Landfill may accept all type of wastes allowed under 27 CCR Sections 
20220 and 20230, inclnding dewaiered sludge, waler treatmenl sludge and 
incinerator ash. 

Traffic/Peak Traffic 

On page ES-4 it is stated "Limiting of (7:00 PM to 7:00 AM) solid waste 
truckloads to 1295 per day and no more than 259 per hour (noise)." It appears 
that solid waste is only received between 7:00 PM and 7:00 AM, Please clarify 
what the peak traffic entering the landfill on a daily basis, including any 
limitations. 

- 4 -
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Letter S6 

(cont'd.) 

Disposal Capacity 

On page 3-2 it is slated that "volumetric capacity would bc increased by 
. approximately Sfi.million cubic yards." If you add the existing 71imillion cubic 
; yardsJo^Biapprbxlmately 86 million cubic yards yo"u get approximately !57 
, jnilUoE cubic yards, not the. 151.raillion cubic yards qs.stated.in multiple locations 
._- throughout the environmcniai document. .Please^ clarify the actual approximaie 

number of cubic yards of volumetric capacity after this proposed expansion. 

Composting 

As far a tequiring an additional permit to compost at a fuUy permitted landfill, 
none would be required at this time, the composting would bc done under the fiill 
Solid Waste Facilities Permit for landfill operations. This is subjecl to change and 

• the final decision would bc made bythe Local Enforcement Agency. 

At such time as this site is permitted as a full Solid Waste Facility io compost, an 
Odor Impact Minimization Plan must be prepared. Information can be found at 
hllp://w\vw.ciwmb.ca.eov/reiiu!atians/Ti!lel4/ch3!.hlm#arlic!e3 or refer to 
14CCR Section 17863.4. 

Board staff recommends that since there appears to be odor'impacts from the 
existmg landfill operations an Odor Impact Minimization Plan mighl be 

. developed now for use in minimizing present odors.. ••..'', 

Peak Tonnage , ,. . , , . . -

The tabic presented (Table 3.2-3) lists all the types of material to be received by 
the landfill by tonnage. The last two columns, column 9 and 10 reference average 
tonnages, Board staff needs to have specific or peak lonnagcs per day. Please 
eilher disclose the peak tonnages or affirm that ihe "averages" are in fact the 
peak tonnages to be received an a daily basis. What is the peak tannage of 
aggregate leaving the site on a daily basis, if known? 

Board stafTis ofthe understanding that the peak daily tonnage for Municipal 
Solid Wasle would escalate periodically beginnmg al 6800 Ions per day. The 
environmental document states "Of course, the actual tonnage accepted on a daily 
basis would vary, with the 13,000 tpd representing the maximum amount that 
could be accepted on any given day." Is it the inlent that the peak tonnage is 
13,000 tons per day from the lime ihis environmental document is certified and a 
new Solid Waste Facilities Permit is concurred on by the Board? Ifnot, please 
clarify the peak tonnages for Municipal Solid Waste. 

UAMIsatrCEQAUOai DOCSC!nES$in Ditto - CitfCOMMENT LETTEHSIDEIR Sycumm Lindflll 37-AAJ3033 3-1! dm 
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Hours of Operation 

The Construction and Demolition Debris Processing and Greens Processing will 
operate'Monday through Friday, 6 Ail through B PM. Maintenance Operations arc 
anticipated to go on 24 hours per day. Aggregate Operations will continue Monday 
through Friday 6AM through4:3QPM.aad Saturday 6 AM through4PM. Public 
drop-off-and recycling will operate fiom 7'AM through 6TM Monday through 

'Saturday. - •' • -••••-••'• 

TTIIJ environmental documeni leaves operational hours and days of operation 
relatively open and il is nol the Board's desire la limil those hours and days of 
operalion but would like to know what is being done and when. As an example, 
when will Ihe landfill workingface be "closed" or when will Municipal Solid 
Waste be received? Especially with 24 hour operations within a city or near a 
city, there is the concem regarding continual impacts fiom noise, ground shaking, 
air quality and glare from nighttime operations to mention a few. 

Daily Cover 

If there will be continual disposal of waste at the workingface, when and under 
whal circumstances will daily cover/alternative daily cover be applied? 

Landfill Operations 

In trying to decipher what days and hours the landfill is lo operate for disposal 
Section 3.2.2.4 stales "Actual hours of operation would be set by the Landfill 
General Manager, based on the balancing of many competing operational 
considerations." Which in Board slaffis opinion leaves hours for receipt of 
Municipal Solid Waste and disposal thereof open for deiermination by the landfill 
operator. Please indicate the hours for the receipt of waste. 

Mitigation Measures 

The Mitigation Reporting or Moniioring Program should also indicate that 
agencies designated to enforce mitigation measures in thc Environmental Impact 
Report have reviewed the Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program and 
agreed that they have the authority and means to accomplish the designated 
enforcement responsibilities. 

SUMMARY 

The Board staff thanks the Lead Agency for the opportunity lo review and 
commeni on the Draft Environmental Impact Report and hopes that this comment 
letter will be uselii! lo the Lead Agency iri carrying out their responsibilities in the 
CEQAprocess. . , . - • ' . • - r . ' . •/• •-. •: 

- 6 -
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Comment 
Letter S6 

(cont'd.) 

The Board staff requests copies of any subsequent environmental documents 
including, thc Final Environmental Impacl Report, the Report of Facihty 
Informal ion/Join I Technica! Document, any Slalcments of Overriding 
Consideration, copies of public notices, and any Notices of Detennination for this 
project,. ,•,.., _ ... ".'.',' ,_ '"' ••,•-""' 

.Please'fefertb 14 CCR, § 1'5094(3j'that states;' "If the prb'iebt requires 
discretionary approval iEroni any state'agency.'tlie'local lead" aeericv shall also, 
within Sve working davs of this approval, file a copy of the notice of 
deiermination wilh ihe Office of Planning and Research [State Clearinghouse]." 

The Board staff requests that the Lead Agency provide a copy of its responses to 
the Board's comments at leasl ten days before certifying the Final Enyironmentfll 
Impact Report. Refer to Public Resource Code, Section 21092.5(a). 

If the document is certified during a public hearing. Board staff request ten days 
advance notice of this hearing. If the document is certified without a pubhc 
hearing, Board staff requests ten days advance notification ofthe date ofthe 
certification and project approval by the decision-making body. 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at 
916.341.6728 or e-mail me at rs earn ans(5)ciwmb.ca. eov. 

Sincerely, 

Raymond M. Seamans 
Waste CompUance and Midgation Program 
Pemiitting and LEA Support Division 
Soulh Branch Permitting 

Environmental Review 
California Integrated Waste Management Board 

cc: • Bill Marciniak 
Waste Compliance and Mitigalion Program 
Permitting and LEA Support Division 
South Branch Permitting, Region 4 
California Integrated Waste Management Board 

Lillian Conroe, Supervisor 
Waste Compliance and Mitigalion Program 

• . .. Permitting and LEA Support Division • • 
South Branch Permilting, Region 4 „ ••• 
California Integrated Waste Management Board 

- 7 -
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' " DEDt Sycamor *L^dfiU March 25,2005 , • 

Bill Prinz, Program Manager 
CityofSanDiego 
Devciopment Services Department 
•1010 Second Avenue. Suite 600 MS 606L 
SanDiego.CA 92101-4998 

Ncii Mohr (via email) 

U:Wli™ir^EQAttll0IDOCS«nTES\SirDi«lo-Cl[y\COMME^LBTTERSiDEmSjciirQr(Lirdfill37-AA-0023 3-I!jfi«; 
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Letters? 

i^isi-J 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE O/PIANNING AND RESEARCH 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT 

CTOTHWBRTAJtT 
D D I Z C T O B 

April 11.200S 

Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
City cf San Diegc 
1222 Firsl Avenue, MS-S01 
SanDieEO,CA9210M135 

Subject: Sycamote Landfill Master Plan 
SCKH: 2003041057 

Dear Elizabelh Shearer-Nguyen; 

The Eoclosed comment (s) on your Drafl EK. was (were) received by thc Slate Clcnringhouse aftct Ihe end 
oflhe stale review period, which closed on April 7, 2008, We are forwarding Ihese coraments lo you 
because they provide Information or raise issues that should be addressed in your final cnviianroenlal 
document. 

The Califnrnia Environmental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies lo respond lo late cDinments. 
Huwever, wc encourage you to incniporate Ihese additional comments inlo your 5nal enviroinnentai 
documeni and to consider Ihem prior to taking final action on the proposed project. 

Please contaci the State Clearinghouse al (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the 
cnvironinental review process. If you have a question regarding thc above-named projecl, please refer to 
lhc ten-digit State Clearinghouse number (2003041057) when conlacdng this office. 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA, GOVERNOR'S 

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT, SIGNED 

BY TERRY ROBERTS, DATED APRIL 11, 2008 

(LETTER S7) 

Response to Comment S7-1; 

In this transmittal, OPR provides comments submitted by the California Department of Fish and Game 

jointly with Ihe U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, The lelter was previously received and incorporated into 

these responses as Comment Letter F2, Response Numbers F2-1 through F2-35, No response to the 

OPR transmitlal is required. 

Sinceiely, 

Terry RobRts 
Senior Planner. Slale Gearinghousc 

S7-1 

Enc Insures 
cc: Reaources Agency 

1400 10thStreet P,O.Bo*3044 Sacramento,Califomia K i l l - i m 
(916) M5-0613 FAX (916) 323.301 J www.oprxi-EOV 
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U. S. Fisli and Wildlife Service 
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office 
6010 Hidden VaUey Road 
Carlsbad, Cnliforaia 92011 
(760)431-9440 
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Cilifomi* Departmenl of Fish and Game 
South Coast Region 
4949 Viewridge Avenue 
San Dieso, California 92123 
(iSt) 467-4201 
FAX (858)467-4299 

In Reply Refer TD: 
FWS/CDFQ- SAN-08B0434-08TA0473 

Ms. Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
CityofSanDiego 
Development Services Dcpamoent 
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 5D1 
Sim Diego, Califomia 92101 

APR 1 0 2DQS 
R E C E n ^ 7 c w r 

Subject: Comments on the Drafr Environmental Impacl Repon for the Proposed Sycamore Landfill 
Master Plan, City of San Diego, Sac Diego County, California (Projeci No, 5617; SCH 
#2003041057) 

Dear Ms. Sheater-Nguyen: 

Thc California Department of Fish and Game (Department) and the U.S, Fi&h and Wildlife Service 
(Service), collectively ihe WilcUifc Agencies, have reviewed the above-referenced draft Environmental 
Impact Repon (DEIR) for the Proposed Sycamore LandQU Master Plan (Project), dated February 21, 
200B. The Wildlife Agendes appreciate the time extension unttl April 10,2008, granted by thc City of 
San Diego forproviding comments on the DEIR. Thc comments provided herein arc based on tho 
infonnation provided in the DEIR, thc Wildlife Agencies' knowledge of sensitive and declining 
vegetative communities, and our participation in regional conservalion planning effcrts. Based on our 
review of the DEIR, we have concerns regarding thc inadequacy ofthe DEIR in: 1) avoiding, 
minimizing, and mitigating impacts to biological resources, and 2) providing a thorough assessment of 
the cumulalivc effects ofthe proposed Project. 

The Depanmenl is a Tiusice Agency and a Responsible Agency pursuant to the Califomia 
Environmental Quahty Act (CEQA), Sections 15336 and 15381 respectively. The Departinent is 
responsible for the conservation, protection, and management of the Slate's biological resources, 
including rare, threatened, and endangered plant and iiiTTml species, pursuant to the California 
Endangered Species Act (CESA), and administers the Natural Community Conservation Planning 
Program (NCCP), The primary concern and mandate of the Service is the protecdon of public fish and 
wildlife resources and their habitats. The Service has legal responsibiliiy for the welfare of migraiory 
birds, anadromous fish, and endangered animals and plants occurring in the United States. The Service 
is also icsporuible for administering the Endangered Species Acl of 1973, as amended (Act) (IS U.S.C. 
1531 etseq.), 

The Sycamore Landfill site is localed in the eastern edge of tbe City of San Diego, with access via Slate 
Rouce (SR) 52/Mast Boulevard interchange. The site comprises approximately 493 acres in Little 

TAKE PRIDE'fi^M 
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Sycamore Canyon, of which approxiniaifily 150 acres have been disturbed to dale by prior end on-going 
landfil! operations and excavatiDn, pan of approximatdy 380 acres approved for disturhance under 
existing permits. The proposed Projea -wocld increase the existing landfill area by 26 acres, for a total 
footprint of ipprnximaiely 519 acres. Also, the heighl would increase by 167 feet (existing p lu allows 
8E3 feet) fcr an allowable maximum lyigM of 1,050 feet The expansion ofthe landfill would alio 
include additional ancillary facilities end relocation ofa San Diego G&s & Electric (SDG&E) 
nansmission line, consistmg of a 230 kEovoh (IcV) traasmiidoa line, a 138 kV transmission line, and a 
69 kV transmission line thac currently extends diagonally thrnugb the IxTirtfiii rite. The City of San 
Diego's Mission Trails Regjonal Park is located approximately 3,500 feet south ofthe landfill she, 
separated by SR SZ The vegetarion communities located on and sunounduig the site indude chamise 
chaparral, Diegan coastal sage scrub, coastal sage scmb/hative grassland, coastal sage scrub/non-nstive 
grassland, valley needlegrass grassland, southem mixed chaparral, npn-narive grassland, and mule fat 
scmb. Thc proposed master plan expansion would impact 2.14 acres ofnalive grassland, 10.61 acres of 
chamise chapairal, 21.Sl acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub, 1.79 acres of Diegan coastal sage 
scrub/native grassland, 0,79 acre of coastal sage scruh/aon-natiye grassland&ative grassland, 0.88 acre 
of southern mixed chaparral, 0.09 acre of mule fat scmb and 0,64 acre of non-native grassland. Sensitive 
wildlifo spedes detected during prior surveys included the federally-listed threatened coastal CaUfomia 
gnatcaicher (Polioptila californica californica), state protected white-tailed Idte (JElanus leucumi), 
grasshopper spanow {/bnmodramus savannarum), whichis State-listed species of special concern 
(SSC), and southem Califomia ru&us-crowned spatrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens). 

In addition to impacts to sensilive plant ccmmimiljes the following Slate-Listed species of special 
concern would be impacted wilh impiemenlalion of the proposed Project: 10 Nuttal's scrub oak 
(guercus dumosa); 1,362 San Diego goldenstar (Muilla clevelandii); 9S San Diego coast barrel cactus 
(Ferocactus viridescens); aud 12,621 variegated dudleya (Dudleya variegata). Thc impacts to these 
plants would bc midgawd by either replacement planting at the tequired ratio or salvaging affected 
plants for translocation into dedicated conservation parcels located within the Multi-Habitat Planning 
Area (MHPA) preserve. 

We offer out recommendations and comments in the Enclosure to assist the City in avoiding, 
minimizmg, and adequately mitigating project-related impacts lo biological resources, and to ensure thai 
the project is consistent with all applicable requirements oflhe approved Subarea Plan. 

If you have questions or comments regarding the contents ofthis letter, please contaci Paul Schlilt oflhe 
Department nt (858) 637-5510 or David Zoutendyk of the Service at (760) 431-9440. 

Sincerely, 

Therese O'Rourke 
Assistanl Fidd Sapervisor Environmental Program Manager 

• U.S. Fish aad Wildlife Service CaHfomia Departmenl of Fish and Game 

Enclosure' •' 

1 ccr State Clearinghouse 
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ENCLOSURE 

Wildlife Agencies' Comments on the DEIR for the Proposed Sycamore Landfill Masier Plan 

1. The Wildlife Agencies arc concerned with thc significant impacts that thc Proposed Project would 
have on the identified State-listed Spedes of Special Concein (SSC). Thc priority in formulating 
feasible mitigation measures should be to avoid and minimize direct and indirect biologica] impacts. 
For example, the Reduced Footprint Altemanvc would reduce overall impacts to sensitive habitals 
by roughly 13.5 acres; and greatly reduce direct impacts lo narrow endemics to 750 San Diego 
goldenstar, 50 variegated dudleya, and eight San Diego coast banc! cactus. We slioagly recommend 
that every effort bc directed al considering allemative designs proposals that are environmentally 
superior and dearly demonstrale avoidance and minimiiation of impacts io nalive vcgetaiion 
communities and associated species. There are other alternatives wiihin Ihe DEIR (e.g., alternative 
transmission line routing south and east of the landfill reducing long-tenn biological impacts to 0.3 
acre, 0.07 acre less lhan those of the proposed routing to thc west and nonh and reduce temporary 
construclion impacis from 17.35 acres to 9.4 acres) that similarly achieve these goals (CEQA 
Guideline, Section 15002(3)). Additionally, the Depanment does nol fed that speculative discussion 
(Section 8,6, page 8-38) that atiempls to equate a given impact number of variegated dudleya to 
allowable cubic yards of trash serve in providing substantive analysis in meeting thc objectives of 
CEQA. 

2. Further guidance should be provided regarding the stalement that there have been no raptor deaths 
documented in the last 5 years (page 4.3-26). The Wildlife Agencies request additional discussion 
within the DEIR that outlines the existing monitoring methods that arc cunently in place (include 
baseline survey data and monitoring that in currendy in place) that substantiate this condusion. 
FunhermoTe, the DEIR should refrain from statements (page 4.3-45) such as "Biological benefits of 
thc relocation include provision of additional perching locations for raptors....". No documematioo 
was provided within the DEIR that support ihis position. 

3. The project should incorporate design features and citing standards that, at a minimnm, meet those 
defined by the American Power Line Interaction Committee fyttp-./hivm.aplic.orp/) for reducing or 
eliminaling avian collision and electrocution risk from power lines. The mitigation measure should 
be revised to include pre- and post-construction momtoring of transmission and distribution lines for 
the purpose of: 1) detection of high electrocution or collision risk line segments or poles; 2) 
assessing the efficacy of installed diveners, perch guards, and olher preventative facility measures; 
and 3) establishing baseline collision and dectrocution impact infoirnarion to inform adaptive 
management for funher reducing impacts and risks. 

4. It is not clearly defined wiihin the DEIR whether ihere would be additiooal encroachment into 
specific parcels that were previously conserved as the mitigation rcquireraents associaled wiih the 
2003 Brushing and Clearing activities, "niis information is panially presented within various 
graphics throughout thc DEIR. At a minimum i separate table should be provided (hat identifies all 
of the previously conserved parcels (induding the 0.5-acrc pored adjustmenl) and a comparison 
column for thc currently conserved parcels that are associaled with lanrffin expansion, ancillary 
facihties and transmission line relocation. Corresponding assessor's parcel numbers and acreage 
should be provided for each conserved land. 
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5. Thc DEIR mentions that western spadefoot (Spea hammondii) tadpoles were observed in a pool 
wiihin the projeci site, but outside the proposed area of dismrbance. However, according to Figure 
4.3-3. also recorded tadpoles on a service road that extends to an area identified as pan of the 
Iransmission line comdor (i.e.. laydown and puli siles). ITie DEIR should provide further discussion 
on this and any other known locations of, and measures io avoid and/or minimize impacts to, this 
Staie-lisied SSC. 

6. Thc executive summary of tbe DEIR and Biological Technical Report incoirectly slate lhai the 
grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum) is adequately covered by the Gty's MSCP and 
that impaci io this species are considered less lhan significant. Cotreciion should be made for Ihis 
State-listed species of concem within the DEIR and lechnical appendices. 

7. Due lo recent observations of quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino; quino) within 
Mission Trails Regional Park (south of landfill) and Fanita Ranch (due cast within jurisdiction ofthe 
City of Santee) updated focused surveys should be required prior to any construction-related activily 
and should be induded as mitigation conditions wiihin thc final EIR. If quino are observed, lhc Cily 
will have to work with ihe Service to address permitting issues related to quino since it is not a 
covered species under MSCP. 

8. The Biologica] Technical Report (page 40) mentions approximatdy 1.522 San Diego goldenstar 
outside of the MHPA would bc impacted by the proposed landfill expansion, whereas the discussion 
within tbe BiologicaJ Resources discussion (page 4.3-21) of the DEIR slates approximate 1,362 
would be impacted. Provide clarification for the difference in reponed numbers. 

9. There are reporting inconsistendes of affected acreages of native habiiat (Non-MHPA Sc MHPA 
categories) meniioned in discussion (section beading, A. Land Preparation/Site Flanning, Page 4.1-
22) to acreage impact values reported in Table 4.1-1 wA Attachment 6 of the Biologicd Technical 
Repon. Similarly, the reported acreage values (page 4.1-40, subsection (d)) do not correspond to 
those vdues in Table 4.1. 

10. Thc impaci acreage for Diegan coastal sage mentioned in Impact 4.3.11 (page ES-21) docs not 
correspond to coastal sage scrub tmpacts in Table 4.3-3 [page 4.3-33). Please ensure that acreage 
impact loials are correct. 

11. Section heading B. Trammiiiion Line Relocation (page 4.3-24 of DEIR), mentions permanent 
impacts fiom the transmission line relocation of 0.37 acre, whereas Table 4.1 -1 reports 0.51 acre of 
long-lerm disturbance sensitive habitat, whiie 0.57 acre is referenced in Altachment 6 of the 
Biologicd Technicd Report. Provide clarification as to the reason for the variation tn anticipated 
permanent impacts. Furthermore, for Table 4.3-7 (column heading, Total Mitigation Acreage 
Reguired Inside MHPA/Outside MHPA of thc DEIR) the mitigation requirement for Diegan coastal 
sage sctub/non-naiive/native grassland community was not included in the summation of Permanent 
Impact Acreage far Impacts Outside MHPA. 

12. The permanenl impact acreage for strucmres (i.e., transmission line relocation) and access roads 
referenced in thc DEIR ia reported ai 0.37 acre, whereas thc Biological Technical Report references 
0.53 acre. We would Suggesi rcevduating Table 4.3-7 (i.e., DEIR) for computational errors and to 
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ensure that mitigatioD acreage requirements are being accurately reported. Likewise, provide 
darification to impact discussion provided in Section 4.9 Geology/Soils that states, "Sensitive habiiat 
to be permanently removed cover 2.8 acres of the 19.2 acres, as discussed in Impact 4,3-13" (2.8 
acres of permanent Impacts to native habiiat is also being referenced in 4.10 Hydrology/Water 
Quality). Tbe Wildlife Agencies suggest that the biological impact andysis for the DEIR be 
reevaluated by the lead agency to ensure the accuracy of data presented Ihroughout the DEIR. 

13. Page 4.3-26 of the DEIR refers to the addilion of 33 transmission towers, whereas page 4.2- 43 
mentions approximately 30 replacement slniclures accounting for 0.SS acre of permanent impact 
Reponing inconsistencies should be conected. 

14. The Biological Technicd Report (page 64) mentions a total of 10 Nuttall's scrub oak located on ihe 
outside edge of ihe proposed laydown area in the nonhwcslcm region of assessor pared number 366-
031-14, whereas page 4.3.25 of the DEIR references 25 Nuttall's scrab oak within the same location 
Cpopulntion protected by three strand wire fence). Please correct. 

15. The DEIR mentions lhal ihe City collects waste tipping fees, however it does not say how those 
funds aro utilized. Because of the difficulty in identifying a regiond funding source, the Wildlife 
Agencies recommend that a portion ofthe waste tipping fees be used to help implement the long-
tenn management and monitoring activities associated with the MSCP. 

16. In regards io slated miligation measures for the Transmission Line Relocation (i.e., MM4.3.7), the 
Wildlife Agencies recommend incorporating the following measures into the existing language: 

Train all contractors and construction personnel on the biologicd resources assodated with 
scheduled project and ensure that uaining is implemenled by construction pcijoime]. Al a 
minimum, training shallinclude: I) Ihe purpose foi resource protection; 2) a descriptioa of thc 
protected species and its habitai; 3) tbe conservation measures given in ibe document that should 
bc implemented during projeci construction to conserve the species of concern, including strictly 
limited activities, vehicles, equipment, and construction materids to the fenced ptoject footprinl 
to avoid sensitive resource areas io Ihe fidd (Le., avoid areas delineated on maps or on the projecl 
site by fencing); 4) environmentally responsible consimction practices; 5) the protocol to resolve 
conflicts that may arise at any time during tbe construcdon process; 6) the general provisions of 
resource protection laws, the need to adhere to the provisions of (he resource protection laws, and 
the penalties associaled with violating those laws. 

17. The Wildlife Agencies cecomraend incorporating the following standard conservation measures into 
Mitigation Measure 4.6.6: 

To avoid any direct and indirect impacts to raptors and/or any migraiory birds, gmbbing and 
clearing of yeBciarioti that may suppon active nests and construction activities adjacent to nesting 
habiiat, should occur outside of the breeding season (January 15 to August IS), it removd of 
habitat and/or consiruetlon activities is necessary adjacent to nesting habitat during the breeding 
season, the applicant shall retain a City-approved biologist to conducl a pre-constmction survey to 
determine thc presence or absence of non-listed nesting migratory birds on or wiihin I0O-fect of 
the consimction area, federally- or State-listed birds (e.g., coastd Califomia gnatcatcher, least 
Bell's vireo) on or within 300-feel of the conscmction area and nesting raptors within 500-feet of 
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the construction area. The pre-con stmcl ion survey must be conducted within lOcdendardays 
prior to ihe slart of construction, ihe results of which musl be submitted lo thc City for review and 
approvd prior to initiating any consimction activities. If nesting birds are delected by thc City-
npproved biologist, the following buffers should be estabhshed; 1) no work within 100 feet of a 
non-lisied nesting migratoty bird ncsi, 2) no work wiihin 300 feet of a listed bird nesi, and 3) no 
wotk within 500 feel of a raptor nest. However, thc City may reduce these buffer widths 
depending on sile-specific condirions (e.g. the width and type of screening vegetation between thc 
nest and ptoposed activity) or the existing ambient levd of activity (e.g., existing levd of human 
activity wiihin lhc buffer distance). If consimction musi take place wiihin the recommendod 
buffer widihs above, thc projecl applicant should contact the Gty lo determine ihe appropriato 
buffer. 

A bio-moni tor shall be preseni on-site during all initial gmbbing and clearing of vegetation to 
ensure that perimeter constmction fencing is being maintained and to minimize the likelihood that 
nests containing eggs or chicks are abandoned ot fails due to construction activity. A bio-moniior 
shdl also perform periodic inspections of the construction site during dl major grading to ensure 
that impacis to sensitive plants and wildlife are minimized. These inspections should take place 
once or twice a week, as defined by thc City, depending on the sensitivity ofthe resources. The 
bio-monilor shdl send weekly moniioring reports to thc Cily and shall notify both the City and the 
Wildlife Agencies immedialely if clearing is done oulside of the permilled project footprint. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis 

1, In regards lo Impact 5.2a which slates, "A significanl iong-tenn cumulative biologicd impact would 
result from project-rdated losses of 4.72 acres of native grassland habitai. or mixed habitau 
containing native grassland", the Wildlife Agencies request further justification for nol adequately 
mitigating (in-kind) for the direct impact to ihis sensitive habiiat In accordance with ihe Cily's 
Biology Gmdelines. mitigation, based upon the ratios given in Table 3, will be required for dl 
sigmficant upland habitat impacts oulside of the MHPA. The City should nol approve a project as 
proposed if there are feasiblo alternatives or mitigation measures available thai would substantially 
lessen any significant effects lhal the project would have on the environment (CEQA Guideline 
15021(a)(2)). Additionally, ilis noi clearly defined within Section 4.1.4.2 ofthe DEIR thai this 
action is consistent with the City's Environmentdly Sensitive Lands Regulations. Furthermore, no 
discussion was included as to applicant's efforts in pursuing mitigation lands that have 
commensurate babital vdue to offset impacts to this native grassland elsewhere wiihin the City's 
jurisdiction. Thc Wildlife Agencies do nol agree that impacts to native grassland would be offset by 
revegetation of Ihe road fill slopes and the landfill surface widi native grassland species as these 
areas would bc subject to future maintenance impacts, 

2. The cumulative impact andysis makes no reference lo Ihe San Diego Community Power Ptoject 
(SDCPP) proposed by ENPEX Corporation. The pioject indudes a 750 MW gas-fired combined 
cycle power plant with likdy eleciricd interconnection C230kV line) to the SDG&E Sycamore 
Canyon Subsiation. The SDCPP would occupy 60-acres owned by Marine Corps Air Station 
Miramar. The SDCPP would be located northeast oflhe existing landfill, direcdy adjacenl to ihe 
City's MHPA preserve boundary and the City of Santee to ihe cast Tbe project site is located 
northeast ofthe existing landfill on MCAS/Miramar propeny, bordered by City's MHPA preserve to 
the south and City of Santee lo the east. This development proposal is part of the allernativcs and 
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cumulalivc impact andysis associaled wilh thc SDG&E Company Application for the Sunrise 
Powerlink Project (SCH* 2006091071). The projea has thcpolentid to indirectly affect MHPA 
lands in various issue Areas. 

3. The City of Sanlcc draft Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan should be referenced 
under Section 5.25 City of Santee General Plan Updalc, 

S ens iti ve Plant Tra oslo cati on Pl ans 

1. VpffcRated Dudlcva 
It is not clear whether any consideration was given to selecting alteraaie conserved lands for 
translocation purposes, as opposed to restricting plants solely wiihin Ihe northern poition of APN 
366-080-29. The variegated dudleya impacted by the proposed Project is present wiihin seven 
populations distributed dong ihe western ridge ofliitic Sycamore Canyon (over a linear distance of 
approximalely 3000 feet). Consideration should bc given to distributing planis over a broader area 
wiihin MHPA land holdings if suiiabie cnvironmenld conditions exisi on other conserved lands (as 
pan of mitigation land requirements) that would similarly support translocation. 

Additionally, please provide the basis for thc translocation performance criteria referenced in thc 
plan. The plan identifies ihat less lhan 50 percent of the translocation and enhancement area wiD bc 
covered by exotic weeds at tbe end of Ave years. Wc would strongly suggest Ihat performance 
criteria be changed to 0 percent coverage for Cd-IPC List A andB species, and no more than 10 
percent coverage for other exotic/weed species. These conditions should be specified on all 
subsequent revegetation-related constmction documents. 

According to Ihe aerid photographs (i.e., Figure 4) associated with the proposed resloration sile, 
there is a irdl bisecting the revegetation area, dong with trails on the periphery. The DEIR should 
provide additiond information concerning tiic current usc of tbe trails extending through the area and 
proiective measures that are currently in place that would preclude subsequenl impacts to all 
translocation areas. Similarly, this issue should be addressed for all other spedes proposed to be 
u ans localed into this area. The Wildlife Agendes strongly suggest that the City's Miligation 
Moniioring and Coordinarion staff bc actively involved in reviewing the adequacy of identified 
measures. 

2. Nuttal's Scrub Oak 
The DEIR should provide funher information regarding the height (or crown foliage) of existing 
scmb oak thai would bc removed. Besides the referenced survivorship rcquiiements for the 
replacemenl of scmb oak, no further detdls have been provided as to the basis for tbe performance 
standard outlined within this plan and whether the current replacement compensates for ihe maturity 
of exisiing scmb oak. Depending upon ihe maturily of the scrub oak being impacted, consideration 
should bc given to offsetting impacts al a higher mitigation ratio (either 4:1 or 5:1). AdditionaUy, thc 
Wildlife Agencies suggest that a larger number of Quercus dumosa be propagated at the onset ofthis 
ponion of theproject, so as to accounl for any unforeseen die-off or hcihivory interaction ihat arises 
during the 5 year monitoring period. Subsequently, this wodd allow dircci replacement during the 
first and second years, while remaining on track to achieve the S year performance crileria. If 
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proiective cages are used for plantings, adjustments shodd be made lo reduce the poientid for 
restricting thc lalejal growlh. 

3, San Dieeo Coasl Barrel Cactus 
The translocation plan stales "Also, coast band cactus will bc translocated in excess of the impact 
amount lo compensate for mortality and further thc increase the probability of success". Il is unclear 
from this stalement if additiond cacti arc being collected beyond thc 95 that identified to be impact 
by ihe proposed Project. Furthermore, page 4 of thc aforementioned plan states that 160 cacti would 
be removed from an area that falls wiihin the ftiture developmeni zone. Provide clarification within 
ihe DEIR as io thc total proposed impacis to San Diego coast band cacms. Impact numbers to all 
SSC should accuratdy bc reported throughout the DEIR. 

Exotic Invasive Plant Removal Plan (EIPRP) 

1. Percnnid pepperweed (Lepidium latifolium) has previously been reported near Kumeyaay Lake in 
Mission Trails Regiond Park. We recommend Ihat this species bc induded in Table 1 ofthe EIPRP. 
As pan of adaptive management strategy associated witb this plan, we also recommend that 
monitoring and reporting of high priority invasives involve nolification lo tbe Counly of San Diego s 
Department of Agriculture Weed Management Area Coordinator for county-wide tracking purposes. 

Other CEQA Requirements 

Tierc are multiple examples wiihin the Biologicd Technical Report where thc quantified acres of 
habitai impacts outlined in project related tables do not correspond to the same babital acreage Impacts 
referenced wiihin the nanative. Consequcnily, there is inaccurate impact data thai has beon incorporated 
mto the DEIR andysis. The DEIR should contain accurately summarized technicd data, which 
sufficiently pennits a full assessmeni of sigmficant environmentd impacts by govemmenid decision­
makers and thc public. In order to ensure that ihe impacts arc accurately disclosed as pan of thc CEQA 
review process, wc recommead reevaluating the dala provided in thc DEIR and corcccring inaccuracies 
in the find EIR: 

• Thc impacted acreage (outside the MHPA) referenced on page 32 of the Biologicd Technicd 
Repon, does not correspond to acreage impacts reported in Table 7 (Table 7 sums are inconeci) 
within said report. 

• Acreage vdues reported in Table 4 (category - Diegan and disturbed coastd sage scmb outside 
MHPA) of ihe Biologicd Technicd Report, does not correspond to [he corresponding acreage 
vdue reported in Table 7. 

• The impacl acreage totds mentioned under section heading I. Vegetation Community Impacis 
(page 32 of Biologicd Technicd Repon) does not conespond to impact told cdculated in Table 
4 (column heading - Inside MHPA/Ouisidc MHPA) for this same report 

• Attachrnenl 2 within the Biological Technical Report does not correspond to thc Sycamore 
Canyon Landfill DEE (i.e., enclosed Table entitled: SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES WTTH THE 
POTENTIAL FOR OCCURRENCE WtTH THE 45™ AND BOSTON CANYON SURVEY 
AREA), Subsequently, no master list of wildlife spedes detected or observed for evaluation 
purposes has been provided in thc DEIR. Please provide the conect hst of wildlife species 
observed for the subject project 
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Comment 
Letters/ 

141010 (cont'd.) 

Ms. Shearer-Nguyen (FWS/CDFG- SAN-08B0434-OSTA0473) 9 

• Page 32 - Mule fal scmb is not included in narrative of vegeiation coinmunity impacis. 
• 21.52 acres of chamise chaparrd impacis is referenced on page 39 of the Biological Technicd 

Report, whereas 11.47 acres is referenced in Table 4 of thc same report (DEIR states lO.fil 
acres). Furthetmore, Table 4 states 2.14 acres native grassland impact, whereas 0.48 acre impact 
(under section heading 3. Sensitive Biologicd Resource Impacis) is referenced in the narrative. 
Likewise, the acreage totals for Diegan and disturbed coastd sage scmb reported in Table 4 does 
not correspond to acreage totds for this habitai category in the narrative (under scciion heading 
3. Sensitive Biological Resource Impacts). 

• Per Atlachment 6 ofthe Biologied Technical Report, ihe impacl acreage totd for MHPA -
Landfill expansion and ancillary facilities sura io 14.69 acres, whereas impact acreage in Section 
/ Multi-Habitat Planning Area (page 45) of this same report, mentioned 13.86 acres of MHPA 
lands. 

• Reporting errors exist for impaci acres bclween Attachrnenl 6 and impact acres reported in 
Section/ Mulii-Habiias Planning Area (page 45 ofthe Biological Technicd Report). For 
example, 13.58 acres of long-term impact (Atiachmcm 6 -row heading long-term impacl ody for 
MHPA), whereas 11.43 acres of long-term Impact (20.069b of MHPA reported) is staled in 
narralive. Funhermore, Allachmenl 6 references 6.96 acres of long-term impacts to Tier HI and 
IV habitals, whereas narrative slates 5.88 acres for the respective Tien. 

• Under section heading 1. Vegetation Commimity Impacts (page 62. Biologicd Technicd Repon), 
tbe permanent impaci acreage fmsidc/outsidc MHPA) mentioned wiihin narrative does not 
conespond to impact acres referenced in Table 9 of the same report. 

• Table 9 (i.e., Biologicd Technicd Report) includes an impact to native grassland (Structures and 
Access Roads) outside thc MHPA; however, Table 10 widiin ihe same report does not teference 
thai impact AU mitigation acreages mentioned in seclion B. Mitigation Measures shodd 
correspond to mitigation requiremenls referenced in Table 10, dong with corresponding lo 
mitigation measure referenced in the DEIR, 

• The impact acreages mentioned under section heading/ Multi-Habitat Planning Area (i.e.. 
Biological Technical Report) docs nol correspond lo acreage impact in Attachrnenl 6 (e.g., 14.08 
long-term transmission line relocation impacis docs not conespond to impacl vdues reported in 
Attachrnenl 6). 

• The required mitigation (15.37 acres) for coastal sage scmb (LF outside MHPA) identified in 
Table 4.3-3 of the DEIR does not correspond 10 mitigation acreage referenced in Table 7 of the 
Biologicd Technicd Repon (i.e., 14,84 acres). 

• In Table 7 (Biologicd Technicd Report) thc impacts column heading Total Inside MHPA does 
nol match ihe Impact Totals-MHPA category reported in Table 4.3-3 of the DEIR. Furthermore, 
Toial Outside MHPA reported io Table 7 does not correspond lo Totals- Non-MHPA reported in 
Table 4.3-3. It would be benefidd if thc impacts to sensitive vegetation communities identified 
in tbe biologicd technicd appendix corresponded io biologicd impact data referenced in the 
DEIR; including lotd impacts for all sensitive habilal categories (e.g., required mitigation)-

• The impaci acreages mentioned in section heading 4.3.4.3 Significance of Impact, oflhe DEIR 
docs not correspond IO ihe vdues in Table 4.1.1 Sycamore Landfill Master Plan- Master Table 
af Areas. 
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Comment 
Letter L1 

Travis Cleveland 
Regional Planner 
San Diego Associaiion of Governments (SANDAG) 
401 B Street, 7th Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 
Email: (cl@sandag.org <mailto:tcl@sandag.org> 
Phone: (619)699-7336 

April 7, 2008 7000300 
Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
City of San Diego 
Development Services 
1222 First Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92101 

SUBJECT: Sycamore Canyon Landfill Master Plan 

Dear Elizabeth: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Sycamore Canyon 
Landfill Master Plan Draft EIR. 

Our comments, which are based on policies included in the Regional 
Comprehensive Plan (RCP), Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), and the 
Congestion Management Program (CMP), are submitted from a regional 
perspective emphasizing the need for land use and transportation 
coordination and implementation of smart growth principles. 

State law gives SANDAG the authority to determine whether a project will 
need to be reviewed for regional significance. SANDAG staff has reviewed 
this document and determined that it is regionally significant; therefore, 
the environmental review of this project should include consideration of 
applicable policy objectives contained in the RCP, Congestion Management 
Program (CMP), and the RTP. 

The EIR should address the following issues associated with these 

Page 2 of 5 
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Comment 
Letter L1 

(cont'd.) 

documents: 

Land Use and T r a n s p o r t a t i o n : 

A key objective of the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) is to increase 
the use of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs that 
encourage alternatives to'driving alone during peak periods, such as 
carpooling, vanpooling, telecommuting, and flexible work hours. SANDAG 
supports the development of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
plan as a part of this development. TDM plans reduce trips during peak 
travel t imes and can be used as partial mitigation for transit and 
transportation effects of projects. Please contact Kimberly Weinstein at 
619-699-0725 or kwl@sandag.org <mailto;kwi@sandag.org> for more 
information and suggestions on Transportation Demand Management 
programs. 

Env i r onmen t : 

Another key RCP objective is to achieve and maintain federal and state 
clean air standards. SANDAG is working with the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) and other agencies to ensure compliance with emerging AB 
32 greenhouse gas emissions requirements. 

The greenhouse gas analysis in the DEIR and ongoing measures 
undertaken by the City of San Diego to mitigate the climate change Impacts 
of solid waste are commendable. Though the DEIR concludes that climate 
change impacts are unmitigable, the following mitigation measures deserve 
closer evaluation: 

0 Use of c a p t u r e d b iogas for on -s i t e cogenera t i on . The DEIR 
states that 30% of captured biogas will be flared into the atmosphere as 
carbon dioxide, rather than reused as an energy resource. The project 
developer should explain the nature and extent of its commitment to 
utilizing captured biogas for energy production. 

© Anaerob ic d i g e s t i o n / c o m p o s t i n g techno logy . I t is not clear in the 
DEIR if or how biogas will be captured from the proposed composting 
operation. Biogas is emitted from organic waste, and if that organic waste 
is separated from the waste stream and composted, how will the 

Page 3 of 5 

L1-1 

L1-2 

L1-3 

L1-4 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF 

GOVERNMENTS (SANDAG), SIGNED BY TRAVIS CLEVELAND, DATED APRIL 7, 2008 

{LETTER Ll) 

Response to Comment L1-1: 

Comment noted, The Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program requiied by this EIR exceeds 

lypical TDM programs because it attempts to limit facility-related trips notjust during the peak hours on SR-

52, but during the peak periods. By expanding the proposed hours of operation and using pricing and other 

controls, the applicant plans to accommodate wasle haulers who may be able lo adjust their disposal times 

to non-peak travel periods and encourage off-peak travel, Ms. Weinstein was contacied on May 31, 2008 

for additional suggestions, as requested by the commenter, 

Response lo Comment L1-2; 

Comment noted. Each specific mitigation measure recommended by the San Diego Association of 

Governments [SANDAG) for closer evaluation is addressed in the following Responses lo Comments L1-3 

through L1-5. 

Response to Comment L1-3: 

The EIR does not state that 30% of captured biogas would be flared inlo the atmosphere as carbon dioxide. 

The energy plant is permitted, operates independently of the landfill, by a third party, and converts much of 

the landfill gas to energy, The EIR slates in Section 3.2.1.2 (on page 3-19) "SLI has committed lo assuring 

that all feasible landfill gas is used for energy produclion if the contractor does nol opt to do so," 

Response to Comment L1-4; 

As stated in the second tolas! bullet of EIR Section 3.2.1 (page 3-7) and also in section 3.2.1,5 (pages 3-

29 and 3-31) of the EIR, possible future development of a composting program is being considered to 

assist local governments in diverting organic materials away from the landfill waste stream. However, no 

specific plans for composting are included in the EIR. Composting is only reviewed in the EIR on a 

program level and would have to be evaluated on a Projec! level prior to implementation, since there are 

too many unknowns about the operations (and polenlial air impacts) lo assure complete analysis at this 

stage. Should a specific composting plan be idenlified in the fulure, the activity would first be reviewed on 

a Project level basis to determine if additional CEQA analysis and permits are required. Potential impacts 

previously addressed and included in the EIR for composting include traffic, noise, land use, visual, biology, 

paleonlology, historical resources, geology and hydrology/waler quality. Air impacts due to emissions from 

composting operations are evolving and llie currenl data available would be used for Ihe air qualily analysis 

prior lo beginning composling operations, Composiing is described in the EIR as occurring in windrows, 

but alternative meihods would be considered in Ihe future during Project development and subsequent 

environmental review. 

000089 
Sycomore Landfill Master Plan Final EIR RTC-84 September 2008 

mailto:kwl@sandag.org
mailto:kwi@sandag.org


tfOOUPT 
associated gases be treated? The project developer should evaluate 
proven anaerobic digestion technologies that produce both compost and 
biogas. 

Comment 
Letter L1 

(cont'd.) 

L1-4 
(cont'd.) 

0 A l t e rna t i ve fue l i n f r as t ruc tu re . The proposed expansion o f the . 
facility will result in increased refuse hauler traffic. The developer should 
consider installing an LNG, CNG and/or biodiesel fueling station that would 
benefit from close proximity to the region's refuse hauler fleets. 

Reques ted Cor rec t ions t o DEIR pages 

1. Page ES-26, MM 4.4.2; Please change this sentence to read "Prior to 
increasing landfill tickets above the 620 tickets per day now allowed, the 
applicant shall make a fair share contribution to the Caltrans project 
(Managed Lanes Project) to widen SR-52 west of Mast Boulevard, working 
with the City of San Diego t and Caltrans, and SANDAG to implement the 
appropriate payment." Please also change this in Table 4.4-21 on page 
4.4-38. 

SANDAG, as the transportation planning agency for the San Diego region, 
should participate in this process. 

2. Page 4.4-13, B. SANDAG Congestion Management Program; The 
most recent CMP update was in 2006, not 2003 as stated here. 

3. Page 4.4-26 and 4.4-29, A. Landfill Expansion: The meaning of this 
section is not clear. Is the applicant stating that they cannot/will not 
mitigate for impacts to State Route 52 because their impacts are not In the 
Regional Transportation Plan? Please clarify. Later, at 4.4-30, MM 4.4.2, 
the document states that the project will be making a fair share 
contribution. 

4. Page 4.4-37, MM4,4.5d: Other suggestions for TDM include providing 
disposal appointments by phone or internet and prohibiting waiting at or 
near the site for tickets. Please contact Kimberly Weinstein at the number 
above for more suggestions. 

5. Page 5-13. Table 5 .3 -1 , Impact to SR-52 west of Mast Blvd; In the 
Fair Share Contribution Column, the document states that no fair share 

rtrth \ / A a t - i i - ] f \ a A ^ I - I \ I f u t - t - h * 
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L1-5 

L1-6 

L1-7 

L1-8 

L1-9 

L1-10 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF 

GOVERNMENTS (SANDAG), SIGNED BY TRAVIS CLEVELAND, DATED APRIL 7, 2006 (LETTER L l ) 

(con [In und] 

Response to Comment L1-5: 

If Ihe applicant had the rights lo all of Ihe gas, inslalling an LNG or CNG might be feasible. However, Ihe 

righls lo Ihe landfill gas generated at Sycamore Landfill were previously sold by San Diego County to a 

Ihird party, which operates the Sycamore landfill gas recovery plant. A biodiesel facility would require 

addiiional development footprint, wilh associaled anticipated biological impacts, and additional truck trips to 

deliver the biodiesel, and is nol considered feasible. 

Response to Comment L1-6: 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment L1-7: 

Comment noted. The text in the Final EIR on page 4.4-13 has been revised and shown in 

sliikeoul/underline format to nole the 2006 date, 

Response to Comment L1-8; 

Please see Response to Commeni S5-13. 

Response to Comment L1-9: 

Please see Ihe Response to Comment S5-13. SLI anticipates, as a pari of ils transportation demand 

management (TDM) plan, that it would make arrangements with its regular customers to schedule waste 

deliveries, including transfer trailers from remole transfer stations, during off-peak hours to aid in reducing 

peak hour traific flows. This would be a form of 'disposal appointment,* Sycamore Landfill has proposed 

to relocate its scales and Ihe ticket house to a point approximately 3000 (eel from the entrance to Ihe 

facility off Mast Boulevard to allow more lhan a half-mile of on-sile, ofl-road queuing for any waste trucks 

that are waiting to obtain a ticket for disposal. 

Response to Comment L1-10: 

See Response to Commeni S5-13. The Final EIR shows a significanl unmitigaled impact to SR-52, but an 

updaled analysis allached as Appendix D5 demonstrates Ihat in fact there would be no significanl 

unmitigated impact lo SR-52 and Iherelore no miligalion beyond the SR-52 'Managed Lanes" Project 

would be required. 
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Comment 
Letter L1 

(cont'd.) 

improvements to SR-52. It is not clear why this is the case; if this project 
triggers infrastructure improvements, it is expected that they be provided. 
Please clarify. 

Conclusion 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project. We note that 
the comment period in the notice ended on Sunday, April 6, 2008; 
however, the law allows for submitting comments on the next business day 
after deadline when a deadline occurs on a weekend or holiday. If you have 
any questions or concerns regarding my comments on this project, please 
contact me at 619-699-1984 or ccl@sandag.org. 

Sincerely, 

Coleen Clementson 
Principal Regional Planner 

L1-10 
(cont'd.) 

TCI/ 

End of Forwarded Message 
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Mon, Apr 7, 2008 4:38 PM 

S u b j e c t : Re: S y c a m o r e L a n d f i l l M a s t e r Plan DE IR ; P r o j e c t N o . 5 6 1 7 r ' r . r n m o n f 
D a t e : Monday, Apri l 7, 2008 4 :37 PM UOmmeill 

F r o m : ralph kingery .<iralph@brginc.net> Letter L2 
T o : ralph 'klhcfery '<:yalf)h[5)brginc.net> 

> Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
> Associate Planner 
> Phone 619.446.5369/Fax 619. i i i .5499 
> 
> --—.--Original Message-—•— 
> from: Keider, Robert (mailto:Robert.Reider8adciiunty.ca.govl 
> S e n t : Monday, ftpril 0 7 , 200B 1:12 AM 
> To: DSDEAS 
> Subject: Sycamore Landfill Master Plan DEIR; Project No. 5617 
> 
> To whom it may concern, 
> 
> Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the City's environmental 
> review proceas for the above named project. Staff of the San Diego County 
> Air Pollution Control District (APCD) conducted a general review of the Draft 
> Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), focusing on Section 4.7 (ftlr Quality) and 
> Appendix F3 (Air Quality Mitigation Management Plan), and offer the commentH 
> listed below. For context, please be aware that, due to resource 
> constraints, APCD has not verified the detailed air pollutant emission 
> calculations and air modeling results contained in these documents. APCD 
> must conduct a more extensive evaluation in the future when Sycamore Landfill 
> Inc. applies for required alt permits (e.g.. Authority to Construct and 
> Permit to Operate). The DElR-telated comments below do not substitute for or 
> constrain any future APCD review of this project for air permitting purposes. 

> l. The Air Quality section (pg 4-7.1 et seq.) identifies different 
> emission rate thresholds from different agencies, but applicable APCD 
> requirements are not emphasized, while APCD's New Source Review (WSR) rules 
> are mentioned briefly, the specific APCD requirements and standards that 
> would apply to this project ate not apparent in the DEIR. 
> 
> 2. The project emission increases presented in Table 4.7-7 (pg 4.7-27) 
> appear to constitute a "major nodifieation" of an existing "major source" of 
> emissions pursuant to APCD rules. However, a discussion of possible project 
> requirements involving Best Available Control Technology (BACT), Toxic BACT, 
> Lowest Achievable Emission Hate (LAER), and emission offsets ia not apparent 
> in the DEIR. 
> 
> 3. The DEIR (pg 4.7-36) states that "No feasible and effective 
> mitigation measures are known for the NOx and VOC emiaaiona." Pleaae be 
> advised that NSB emission offset requirements, if applicable, would 
> constitute a form of mitigation for NOx and VOC emission increases. 

> 4. Health risk assessment results are reported (pg 4.7-32) as "the 
> calculated cancer risk at the maximum impacted sensitive receptor east of the 
> landfill property line ia 3 in a million. This is below tha applicable 
> significance threshold of 10 in a million. The maximum acute and chronic 
> hazard indices at sensitive receptors ate 0.14 and 0.019, respectively, both 
> of which are below the significance level of 1.0." Pleaae clarify whether 
> these health risks represent the cumulative total risk of the finalized 
> project or only the increased impacts associated with the expansion itself. 

12-1 

L2-2 

L2-3 

L2-4 

L2-5 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SAN DIEGO COUNTY AIR POLLUTION 

CONTROL DISTRICT, SIGNED BY ROBERT REIDER, DATED APRIL 7, 2008 (LETTER L2) 

Response to Comment L2-1: 

Comment noted. This commeni does not address the adequacy of the EIR and therefore no further 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment L2-2; 

Appendix Ft provides additional details on the applicable San Diego Air Pollulion Control Dislrict 

[SDAPCD) tequirements, including those conlained in the New Source Review (NSR) rules. The SDAPCD 

Air Qualily Impact Assessment (AQIA) thresholds of significance for stationary sources (as established by 

SDAPCD Regulalion II, Rule 20) are discussed in Seclion 4.2 of Appendix Fl lo the EIR and the thresholds 

are lisled in Table 4,7-6 of the EIR, Table 7-2 of Appendix Fl to the EIR presents a comparison of the 

proposed incremental criteria pollutant emissions for stationary sources to the SDAPCD AQIA significance 

thresholds. 

This comparison is also discussed in Section 7.2,1 of Appendix F l to the EIR. As this seclion notes, an 

AQIA was required for CO and PMio. The APCD regulations that are described in this response were used 

in the analysis of the ambient air quality impacis. In addition, the APCD requirements were incorporated 

into the Project design, as the proponent must comply with APCD rules and regulations in order to obtain 

an Authority lo Construct, which is required for the expansion. This includes the incorporation of Best 

Available Control Technology on the landfill control devices, and the minimization of dust from landfill 

operations 

Response to Comment L2-3; 

The EtR discussed the fact that permitling was required for additional landfill flare or turbine capacity. 

Additional discussion of the SDAPCD permitling requiremenls, including best available conlrol technology 

(BACT), Toxics BACT, lowest achievable emission rate (LAER), and emissions offsets, is included in 

Section 4,7,1.6,0 of the EIR, BACT is required for any new or modilied emission unit which has any 

increase in its poiential to emil [PTE) for PMio, NOx, VOC, SOx and which has a post-Project PTE of 10 

lb/day or more of any of Ihese pollutants. As noted in Table 6-19 ol Appendix Fl lo the EIR, the 

fiare/lurbine post-Projecl PTE for each of these pollutants is greater than 10 lb/day. Therefore, these 

emission units would be subjecl to BACT. BACT requires the installation of devices that meet the most 

stringent air pollution control limils as part of Ihe Projecl design. The calculation ot emissions from the 

additional flare or turbine capacity included a discussion of BACT as presented in Section 6,1,1,2.1 of 

Appendix Fl lo the EIR. MM 4.7.IL requires the rouiing of all landlill gas (LFG) to a New Source 

Performance Slandards (NSPS) approved control devise, which is BACT, In Table 7-2 of Appendix F l , the 

flare/turbine incremental emissions were compared to the SDAPCD AQIA significance thresholds for 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SAN DIEGO COUNTY AIR POLLUTION 

CONTROL DISTRICT, SIGNED BY ROBERT REIDER, DATED APRIL 7,2008 (LETTER L2) (cominucdl 

Response to Comment L2-3: (com'd.) 

criteria pollutants. The PMio and CO emissions exceeded these thresholds, so air dispersion modeling was 

conducted to evaluate the PM10 and CO impacts. In Table 9-1 of Appendix F l , the incremental criteria 

pollutant emissions from all sources were compared to the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds for 

operational emissions, The mitigated incremenial NOx and VOC emissions exceeded Ihese daily 

thresholds. As a result, Section 9.1 of Appendix Fl states that: "As a resull, Ihis Project is considered to 

have significant air quality impacis due to VOC and NO* emissions, These impacts are considered to be 

on a regional basis." As part of the air qualily analysis, incremental NOx emissions were modeled for 

comparison with the national and California ambient air quality slandards (NAAQS/CAAQS). As there is no 

threshold for VOCs. as part of the NAAQS/CAAQS, no modeling for VOCs is feasible. 

Response to Comment L2-4: 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment L2'5; 

The health risks presenled in the EIR are based on incremental emissions and, therefore, represent the 

increased impacts associated wilh Ihe expansion, including the existing waste in place. 
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> 5. Landfill gas eatimates are reported (pg fl.7-41) an "the maximum 
> amount of landf llljg^ foj*£he [Ha'ADrlPlan expansion would be ganerBtod in 
> Year 2 3 , when the averoga^landfill- gas generation is estimated to be 30,90fl 
> scfm. Assuming a collection efficiency of 90 percont, thera would ba a 
> projected control of 18,813 scfm of landfill gas. Mflxlmun aurface landfill 
> gas emissions would bo 2,090 scfm." Please clarify whether these gas 
> generation estimates represent the total overall landfill gas emiaaiona after 
> expansion, or only tho propoaed incraasa. 
> 
> 6. The Executive Summary project description (pg ES-3) proposes that 
> "the total landfill capacity would increase Irom 70 million cy to 157 million 
> cy." The current APCD Permit (Ho. 97111 / Condition No- 44) limits the 
> design capacity of this waste disposal operation to 'approximately 40,100,000 
> cubic yards" or 40.2 million cy. For APCD permitting purposes, this proposed 
> landfill expansion to 157 million cy teprosonts a quadrupling in capacity, 
> and consequently the potential emission increases eould ba greater than 
> reported in the DEIR. 
> 
> 7. Table 4.7-2 (pg 4.7-11) identifies key air pollution related 
> processes and equipment involved in this project. Tho DEIR (pg 1.7-10) 
> states that other "potential eraisaion sources, such as tho Hanson Aggregate 
> Plant, would not change as a tesult of tho projoct." Tho DEIR also states 
> (pg 4.7-12) that "the collected gaaes aro tranapottod (to tho maximum extant 
> allowed by contract with Gas Recovery Systems Inc.) to a cogeneration powar 
> plant whete the landfill gas is used as fuol for gas turbines that generate 
> electricity." Pleaae clarify whether oxpoctod changes to tho auh-contraetor 
> process rates (e.g., haul road lengths, gaa flow rates, etc.) have been 
> included in the DEIR emission calculations and health risk assessment 
> evaluations. Also, please be aware that APCD has not yat datarmlnad whether 
* the on-site sub-contraetors (e.g., Hanson and Gas Rocovary Systems Inc.) ate, 
> or should be, considered part of both the pre-project potential to omit and 
> the post-project potential to emit. The will impact emission calculations 
> for ait permitting purposes. 
> 
> a. An fiit Quality Mitigation Hanageraant Plan is provided in Appendix F3 
> (pgs 927-929) of the DEIR. The 25 items listed generally reproaont minor 
> operational performance details already required by the existing APCD permit. 
> Possible key new requirements involving BACT, Toxics BACT, LAER, and emission 
> offsets are not apparent in the DE1H. 
> 
> If you have questions regarding these comments or the air permitting 
> proceas, feel free to contact me Or David Byrnes, Air Pollution Control 
> Engineer, at 838/586-2736. 

> Sine aly, 

> Robert Reider 
> Planning and Rules Supervisor 
> San Diego County Air Pollution Control District 
> 10124 Old Grove Road 
> San Diego, CA 92131 
> 
> (858) S8S-2640 

Comment 
Letter L2 

(cont'd.) 

L2-6 

12-7 

L2-8 

L2-9 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SAN DIEGO COUNTY AIR POLLUTION 

CONTROL DISTRICT, SIGNED BY ROBERT REIDER, DATED APRIL 7, 2008 (LETTER L2| (cominued) 

Response to Comment L2-6: 

The maximum gas generalion eslimales tor Year 23 represent the lolal overall landfill gas emissions after 

expansion. 

Response to Comment L2-7; 

The SDAPCD permit limits Ihe disposal in ihe landfill lo approximately 40,2 million cubic yards (mcy), and 

thai 40,2 mcy is the baseline used in the air qualily analysis for the EIR. However, the baseline enlitlemenl 

for the facility through the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) and the California Integraled Waste 

Management Board (CIWMB) is 70 mcy. tn 2006, Ihe SWFP was administratively modified by the LEA, as 

confirmed by Ihe CIWMB. to reflecl an updaled calculation for tolal disposal capacily of 70 mcy, with no 

change in Ihe current approved landfill design. The landfill has nol yel accepted 40 mcy of waste. Prior to 

exceeding thai level, a new APCD permil would be sought, When the SDAPCD expansion permil is filed, it 

would use 40.2 mcy as Ihe permit baseline. 

Response to Comment L2-8: 

See Response to Comment L2-7, 

Response to Comment L2-9: 

See Response to Comment L2-3, 
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Comment 
Letter L3 

£OOOr^ P > / \ C 3 R E D / \ I V I 

FORMAL RESPONSE TO THE 
SYCAMORE LANDFILL MASTER PLAN - PROJECT #5617 

EIR/EIS - SCH NO. 2003041057 
Submitted this 3rd day of April 2008 

Padre Dam Municipal Water District's ("Padre Dam") review of the Sycamore Landrill 
Master Plan is that the landfill serves an important service to the San Diego region. In 
comiderins the expansion oi the Sycamore Landfill, Padre Dam found that consideration of 
the issues that concern Padre Dam and Santee Lakes were not fully evaluated by the 
research for the EIR/EIS. In the review of the information provided In the EIR/EIS, Padre 
Dam believes that the following areas need to be addressed tn more detail and fully 
mitigated within the EIR/EIS document. 

• One important mitigation measure to be included in the plans for the Sycamore 
Landfill Expansion is that Padre Dam be included in an oversight committee (or 
possibly as additional member of the existing local enforcement agency ("LEA") 
since potential adverse affects ot this expansion could impact the Santee Lakes 
Recreation Preserve which is owned and operated by Padre Dam. 

• Another important issue (or Padre Dam is that the City of San Diego and County of 
San Diego provide assurance that the future siting of any landfill for the City 
and/or the San Oiego Region is not within viewshed, odor and noise vicinities of the 
Santee Lakes Recreation Preserve, The EIR report Chapter 8 indicates that an area 
next to Sycamore Creek and other areas close to the Sycamore LandfUl were 
candidates for a new landfill location but were too small in comparison to the 
proposed project and required substantial habitat disturbance. Padre Dam would 
ask for these assurances as pari of the mitigation for the impacts should the 
project move forward. 

• On page Z-12 of the EIR there Is a statement that "Minimization of potential water 
pollution at the site is aided by the dry climate here in San Diego. However, the 
unlined portion of the landfill proactively uses control of precipitation, a gas-
control system, and a system of regularly monitored groundwater wells to maintain 
the quality of groundwater below the landfill. If pollutants in excess of applicable 
standards are identified in the monitoring wells, corrective actions plans (CAPs) 
can and would be implemented to preclude such pollutants moving offsite." 4.1-
14 Item 8 says the landfiU would be closed according to the requirements of CCR 
Title 17 and that final closure plans would be submitted and approved by RWQCB, 
LEA, CIWMB and APCD. There Is no mention of sending this plan to the City of 
Santee or Padre Dam (or comment and input prior to submission to these approval 
agencies. Being affected by this landfill, both the City of Santee and Padre Dam 
should be included in the plans for final closure efforts that hold potential future 
impacts to their communities. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM PADRE DAM MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT, 

SIGNED BY DOUGLAS S. WILSON, DATED APRIL 3, 2008 (LETTER L3) 

Response to Comment L3-1: 

There are a number of state and local agencies with regulatory oversight responsibility for landfills, 

including the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA). State law governs the composition of the LEA and does 

nol provide a mechanism for inclusion of Padre Dam. The Cily of San Diego already is requiring all 

feasible mitigation measures and is responsible tor monitoring and reporting regarding Ihose measures as 

indicated in Ihe Mitigalion Monitoring and Reporling Program (MMRP), The City encourages Padre Dam to 

conlact Ihe LEA or the landfill operator if it experiences any unforeseen adverse impacl from the Project, 

Response to Comment L3-2: 

There is no new landfill location proposed as part of Ihis Project, nor is one shown in Ihe Counly integrated 

Wasle Managemenl Plan Countywide Siting Element. Other potential sites that may be proposed in the 

(ulure would not be associated with this Projecl, This Project does not creaie the need (or a new landfill 

site. The FEIR concludes lhal the alternative sites would nol result in avoidance of signiflcanl impacts 

associated with Ihe Projecl, and in fact would increase poiential biological impacts, while decreasing the 

region's landlill capacity. Should such a landfill Project ever be proposed, il would of course generale its 

own environmental review and ullimalely ils own mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment L3-3: 

The comment correctly quotes from the FEIR regarding Ihe methods by which potenliai water pollution is 

minimized. In addilion, it correctly notes lhal the landfill would be closed according to the rules and 

regulations found in Tille 27 of the California Code of Regulalions. There are many regulations that govern 

a landfill's closure and post-closure plans, and those plans must be reviewed and updaled each year, to 

confirm lhal there are sufficient monies available in Ihe closure bond lo adequately assure that the landfill 

could be closed properly and the ongoing maintenance and moniioring lhal the regulations require would 

be able to conlinue. Section 3,2.2.6 of the EIR describes the plans for closure of the landfill, and post-

closure land use is described in 3,2.2.7, As stated therein, the site would be used for open space and 

habiiat purposes post-closure. There is no process by which the closure and post-closure plans are first 

submitted to local agencies; instead, the legislature decided to have those plans annually reviewed by the 

agencies wilh expertise in monitoring landfills, Because Ihe post-closure use of the Project site would be 

as habitai and open space, there are no long-lerm impacts to the City of Santee or to Padre Dam 

anticipated as a resull of those closure efforts, 

Tille 27 and Subtitle D bolh require that every landlill musl present evidence annually that sufficient money 

is set aside to ensure that the landfill monitoring systems would remain in place for at least 30 years, If 

after 30 years Ihe Calilornia Integrated Waste Managemenl Board (CIWMB) concludes that there is slill a 

risk that the landfill could pose a risk to Ihe environment, il can request an extension of Ihe 30-year time 

period until such time as it is assured ihat the landfill no longer poses a risk to the environment, 
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MiiPa(k*Dam1sicoIicerned about the treatment of a SignOn San Diego article about 
* 'atjorie'd'intra'cdions and the real possibility of such violations actually multiplying 

with the Increase in capacity and iralfic allowances. Having a collaborative 
commitlee with the City of Saniee, Padre Dam included in ils membership could 
alleviate this concern. 

• The models of the landfill ske at complelion show a significanl impact to the view 
(rom Saniee Lakes (which (s owned and operated by Padre Dam). Figures shown in 
Chapter 4 show the existing views of the landfill. Does the Master Plan have 
provisions that berms or privacy fencing along the eastern boundarv of the landfill 
so that the heavy equipmenl used to move the earth and garbage around the 
increasing elevation of the landfill is not visible from the east? The work being 
done at the landfill should nol become an eyesore for the local area visitors and 
residenis who come to the Santee Lakes from all over the region and from across 
the country, as well as to those driving through on the local roads. Page 4.2-47 
says: "At the proposed maxlwum MSW daily acceptance limit 13000 tpd the area 
of temporarily-visible MSW in Che proposed nolse/vlsual berm woutd not exceed an 
area 168 feec wide by 20 feet high or opproximarefy 0.2 acre This is the 
•pproxfmate elevoUonal ditnemion ol twenty-foot-hish berm comprising 13000 
tons of MSW one day's maximum intake. This area would be covered every day In 
accordance with state solid waste resulations with cover soil or oliernatlve daily 
cover" However, this measure seems to apply to Ihe western edge of the landfill. 
Padre Dam would request Ihat there be specific mitigation measures to shield the 
actual work site from the view of Santee Lakes during the operalion and creation 
of the landfill mountain, Santee Lakes receives over 600,000 visitors per year. A 
view of tractors moving garbage and diri for the next 25 lo 30 years would 
negatively impact the attendance at Ihe park and the RV campground revenues. 

• Page 8 of the Executive Summary says "Odor reductions would be achieved through 
Impiemenlalion of a varieiy of mitigation measures Including outreach aimed at 
eliminating public storage and transport of green material in plastic bags, 
minimizing storage of green materials, increasing aeration, monitoring and 
responding to odor complaints, and updating the Oder Management Plan as 
necessary." Santee Lakes experiences days of significant, unpleasant odors every 
year especially during Ihe spring and summer months due to activities at the 
landfill, Santee Lakes is initiating a register at the General Store for visitors to 
record dales, limes and opinions of the odor problems from the landfill and will 
forward these records periodically lo the landfill and to ihe regulators. 

• Mitigation Measure 4,7,3c should include Padre Dam for receipt of ihe annual letler 
by SLI as to adequate turning of green malerial and odor complaint record 
documentation. In lieu of this, should the commtttee requested in the first bullet 
Item be adopied, this documentation would be part of the documentation provided 
(or review by the committee or commission. 

• The (inal comment regarding the closure and use of the landfill after its 
complelion is that a road be left In place to the summit for hikers to enjoy scenic 
views without having to disturb the rest of the open space habitat. Also an area 
should be designated (or possible use by wireless communication or other 
compatible, minimal Impact, commercial use that this road could also 
accommodaie. The revenues from the lease of this area could also be designated 
to the City of Santee toward mitigation for the negative impacts (i.e. odor and 
visual) It will (ace during the years of this expansion should the project move 
forward. 
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Comment 
Letter L3 

(cont'd.) 

L3-4 

L3-5 

L3-6 

L3-7 

L3-8 

L3-9 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM PADRE DAM MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT, 

SIGNED BY DOUGLAS S. WILSON, DATED APRIL 3, 2008 (LETTER L3) (ewitkiuid) 

Response lo Comment L3-4: 

Several commenters have noted violalions the landfill has experienced in the past. This response is 

intended lo address those violalions in one, comprehensive response lo all those commenls, 

SLI routinely monitors Ihe landfill and its potential effect on Ihe surrounding environment as required by the 

regulalions and its internal company policies. The regulatory Ihresholds for moniioring systems are 

generally set to trigger alerls at lower levels as an early warning before human heallh, Ihe environment or 

property can be seriously affected. The resulls of Ihose monitoring efforts are provided to the relevant 

agency. SLI is routinely inspected by the LEA, the Regional Waler Quality Conlrol Board (RWQCB), the Air 

Pollution Conlrol District [APCD) and other regulatory agencies. The instances of noncompliance referred 

to by Ihe commenters were identilied by routine monitoring by Ihe landfill and reported to the agencies as a 

part of its required moniioring for perimeter landfill gas monitoring and wasle lonnage receipt, Bolh the 

CIWMB and LEA, the regulatory agencies wilh oversight over landfill disposal al the state level, have 

successive steps (or enforcement of their regulations and minimum slandards. 

Each landfill facility is required to monitor and repori on condilions specific to its location and submit the 

results to Ihe LEA. The LEA then inspects the landfill on a periodic basis lo assure compliance with slate 

minimum standards. If a facility is found to be in noncompliance wilh slate standards, a series of four 

successive enforcement steps are taken by Ihe agencies to assure lhal the facility returns to compliance. If 

a facilily fails to comply, in extreme cases the facility may have its permit revoked and the taciiity closed 

after it is found to be in non-compliance wilh slale minimum standards. Allhough, as indicated by some 

commenters, the laciiity has had a number of violations over the years, generally in Ihe categories ot landfill 

gas or daily lonnage exceedances. 

The fact lhal the referenced violations were identified is evidence that the environmental monitoring 

systems for the existing facility functioned as they should. The exceedances identified by Ihe self-

monitoring by Ihe applicant were reported to the appropriate agencies and proper corrective aclion has 

been taken and conlinues to occur. The Project proposes a much more sophislicated and extensive 

mitigalion monitoring system than is currently in place at the landfill, In addilion lo those monitoring systems 

already required by the state regulaiory agencies that permit the landfill, to further assure compliance by 

the Projecl. 

Landfill Gas: The applicant conducts quarterly monitoring of the perimeter gas probes at the properly 

boundary according to its approved Sile Specific Gas Monitoring Plan. Levels of methane gas were 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM PADRE DAM MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT, 

SIGNED BY DOUGUS S. WILSON, DATED APRIL 3, 2008 (LETTER L3) (comimj.d) 

Response to Comment L3-4: (confd.) 

detected in a probe during these routine events and were reported to the LEA and the SDAPCD, As a 

result, the facility has taken steps to correct the exceedances, including increasing vacuum to nearby 

landfill gas exlraction wells, and has now entered into corrective aclion. The gas that has been detected is 

in an area where no homes or olher stmctures are endangered. There are no signs o( stressed vegeiation 

or olher evidence thai gas is migrating any distance beyond the perimeter probe. 

Dailv Tonnage: SLI accepts solid wasle according lo ils permil condilions. Regarding daily tonnage limits, 

the applicant identified eady on that the regional demands for wasle disposal were reaching the permitted 

capacilies of SLI and surrounding landfill facilities lo meet Ihose disposal needs. As a result, in 2002, SLI 

submitled Ihe application for Ihe Projecl currently under review in Ihis EIR to provide for daily disposal 

capacily lo manage the Cily of San Oiego region's municipal solid waste. However, the application process 

has laken much longer lhan anticipated to complete. Al the time of the majority of the exceedances of daily 

and monlhly tonnages limits, the facility was limited to accepting 3,300 tons per day ol solid wasle. Due to 

limils on wasle receipt at the other approved landfills in San Diego County, including the City of San 

Diego's Miramar Landfill as well as the Otay Landfill, on occasion, [he tolal waste generated in the south 

counly area exceeded Ihe approved capacity of the landfills on a daily basis. As a result, the daily tonnage 

capacities were reached before an increased daily tonnage limit could be approved. 

Therefore in late 2006, the permitlee sought a permit revision to allow the facility to receive additional 

tonnage to meet the local and regional demand. This revision was approved by the LEA and concurred in 

by Ihe CIWMB. As stated by Ihe LEA in the CIWMB Permit and Enforcement Commitlee meeting prior to 

approval of the tonnage increase from 3,300 tpd lo 3,965 Ipd by the CIWMB in September 2006, of the 

violations for the tonnage over the previous four and one half years, 57 were exceedances ol 2% or less, 

even though the applicant knew that they woutd receive violations from the LEA (or any amount of overage. 

The LEA teslifled thai Ihis was evidence of intent on the part of Ihe facility lo maintain compliance. As 

quoted in Ihe March 30, 2008 San Diego Union Tribune, CIWMB member Cheryl Peace of San Diego said 

in an interview lhal 'There are only three big landfills in San Diego County, and all of them are bumping up 

against their daily tonnage limits, so it's a difficult situation..." "You can't very well say (trucks) can't come in, 

because the trash has lo go somewhere." SLI opted to allow the extra loads to come in lo the facility lo 

avoid the potential for illegal dumping on nearby streets and parkland. The facilily daily tonnage limit has 

now been increased to 3965 tons per day. As stated in section 3.1.1 of the EfR, one of the main objectives 

for the proposed Sycamore Landfill Master Plan is to "Increase the allowable daily tonnage and associated 

traffic into the landfill to assisi in meeling current and fulure increased waste disposal needs for both the 
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.•JdsilGi RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM PADRE DAM MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT, 

SIGNED BY DOUGLAS S. WILSON, DATED APRIL 3, 2008 (LETTER L3) (GDntiniud) 

i«Mf'idv Response to Comment L3-4; (cont'd.) 

city and other jurisdiclions in the region," This would be accomplished by raising the inilial daily tonnage 

limit to 6,800 tons per day and increasing it in approximate five-year increments, SLI thus plans to be able 

to meet the disposal needs of Ihe San Diego County area. 

It is also imporlant to note that at no time did any acceptance of more than the daily tonnage limit result in 

any exceedance of the Sycamore Landfill's trip limits for traffic. Moreover, approval of the Project to 

increase daily lonnage limils would help eliminate any fulure need to accept more than permitled limits by 

providing limits that better match Ihe disposal capacity needs. 

Information concerning specific violalions is available from Ihe regulating agency - the City of San Diego 

Solid Wasle Local Enforcement Agency, 1010 Second Avenue, Suite 600, MS 606L, San Diego, CA 

92101- 4998, General Phone (619) 533-3688, Fax [619) 533-3689; the San Diego Counly Air Pollution 

Control District, 10124 Old Grove Road, San Diego, California 92131, Office Hours 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM, 

Monday through Friday; and the San Diego Regional Water Quality Conlrol Board, 9174 Sky Park Court, 

Suite 100, San Diego, CA 92123-4340, Telephone (858) 467-2952. 

Regarding Ihe commenls suggestion for membership in a committee, see Response to Comment L3-1. 

Response to Comment L3-5: 

Cross-sections of the proposed berms lo be erected between landfill working areas and Mulli-Habitat 

Planning Area (MHPA) or residenlial areas are shown in Figure 4.3-4a in EIR Seclion 4.3,2.4 A. As 

requesled by the Cily of Santee, the berm on the easlern side of the landfill, facing Santee, would be, and 

has been, construcled solely of soil. This is shown in the upper diagram of Figure 4,3-4a. As a result of 

lhal berm, Ihe landfill activilies would be shielded from Saniee view, and equipment noise would be 

reduced at the landfill boundary. As the Project progresses, new berms would be constructed to ensure 

that Ihe view of Ihe active working face conlinues to be shielded from view from Santee, including from Ihe 

Saniee Lakes area. 

Response to Comment L3-6: 

See Response to Comment L3-5, as well as L4-7, N9-8 and N16-3, Visual impacts lo views from the 

Santee Lakes would be reduced as a result of Ihe existing and planned fulure soil berm. 

S y c o m o r e Landf i l l M a s i e r P lon Final EIR RTC-93 S e p t e m b e r 2008 



i 5 C W ^ ^ . * 
RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM PADRE DAM MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT, 

SIGNED BY DOUGLAS S. WILSON, DATED APRIL 3, 2008 (LETTER L3} [nnUniwd) 

Response to Comment L3-7: 

The EIR concludes thai odors would continue to be detected beyond the landfill boundaries, despite 

substanlial reductions in odor complaints received by APCD. The City of San Oiego welcomes the Padre 

Dam Municipal Water District's (PDMWD) efforts to record and report odor conditions visitors idenlify as 

coming trom Ihe landfill. 

Response to Comment L3-8: 

No annual letler documenting green material turning and odor complaint information is proposed in MM 

4,7,3c, or elsewhere in the odor discussion. Mitigation Measure 4,7,3h indicates "SLI personnel shall 

maintain an odor complaint log and shall notify the City of Saniee wiihin 24 hours of receiving such 

complaints. In addition, SU shall provide the City of Saniee wilh a wrilten report on a quarterly basis, which 

summarizes any significanl activity which may produce odors or odor complaints." The reports in this 

mitigalion measure would seem to accomplish the purposes of Ihe annual letter requested in Ihe commeni, 

The City of San Oiego has revised MM 4.7.3h to add PDMWD to recipients of those reports. 

Response to Comment L3-9; 

It is intended that the main landfill perimeter road and the landfill haul road would be relained at the closed 

landfill, primarily to provide access to workers to maintain the landfill after closure, as required for 30 years 

or more by stale regulations. To the extent lhal recreaiional users along those roads can be protected from 

safety hazards such as Ihe passage of trucks or construction vehicles, the Applicant has indicated a 

willingness to consider such joint use, if it does not conflict wilh stale regulations regarding landfill closure. 

It may also be possible to use part of the site for use for wireless communication facilities, as suggested by 

the comment, but necessary permits and the environmental impacts of such use would need lo be 

documented before any such facilities were approved. The Appiicani has nol requesled a permil for such a 

facility. Since such as facility is speculative, discussion of any possible revenues from the facility are also 

speculative and therefore are not included in this EIR, 
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Comment 
- „ - ? - . - Letter L3 

u - ' ' - • ( c o n t ' d . ) 
Padre Dam has and will continue to support a beneficial working relationship with the 
Sycamore Landfill operation. 

Thank you for your time and the opportunity to respond to the Draft EIR with the concerns 
and issues important to Padre Dam on behalf of its customers, slaff and on behalf of the 
visitors to the Santee Lakes Recreation Preserve. 

II you have any questions or need addiiional Information, please feel free to contact our 
Right of Way and Environmental Resource Agent, Mary Lindquist at (6)9) 258-4651. 

P^drlTDam Municipal Water District 

/^^m£ /&£ 
DouglaS'S. Wilson 
General Manager 

cc: City of Santee 
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Comment 
Letter L4 

CITY OF SANTEE 

CITY MANAGER April 4, 2008 

E, Shearer-Nguyen 
Environmental Planner 
Cityof San Diego 
Development Services Center 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 

VIA PERSONAL SERVICE AND ELECTRONIC DELIVERY 

SUBJECT: SYCAMORE LANDFILL MASTER PLAN DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT (PROJECT NUMBER 5617/SCH NO. 2003041057) 

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen: 

The City of Santee submits this commeni letter regarding the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report ("Draft EIR") prepared by the City of San Diego for the Sycamore Landfill 
Master Plan {"Project" or "Master Plan"). The comments raised in this lerter are made in 
accordance with Policy 9.2 of Santee's General Plan Land Use Element, which states 
that Santee should oppose any expansion or operational changes at the Landfill that will 
result in increased land use compatibility impacts to Santee, unless they can be 
adequately mitigated. The Draft EIR fails lo adequately mitigate the Project's impacts 
on the host jurisdiction - Santee - and must be significantly revised and re-circulated to 
address Santee's concerns. 

Summary of Project 

The Project proposes to increase the total Sycamore Landfill ("Landfill") capacity from 
71 to 157 million cubic yards (mcy) of municipal solid waste (MSW) and to increase the 
average daily municipal waste tonnage from the current 3,965 tons per day (tpd) to a 
maximum of 13,000 tpd as of 2025, with the increases proposed in a series of steps. 
The Project also involves the expansion of ancillary facilities and operations, and thus 
the actual total waste stream will significantly exceed 13,000 tpd. To accommodate the 
proposed Landfill expansion, the Project seeks an East Elliot Community Plan 
Amendment, Amendment of San Diego's Progress Guide and General Plan, Rezoning 
of the Project Site to Industrial, Amendment to Planned Deveiopment Permit/Site 
Development Permit, Approval of a Consolidated Parcel Map, Public Right of Way and 
Easement Vacations, Grant Deed, and Roadway Encroachment Permit. 

10601 Magnolia Avenue • Santee, California 92071 • (619) 258-4100 • www.ci.santee.ca.us 
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Sycamore Landfill 
Project.NO. 5617' ^ . 
SCHNp;2003041057 
City of San Diego 
April 4, 2008 

Comment 
Letter L4 

(cont'd.) 

The Project site is located within San Diego's East Elliot Community Planning Area. 
The site is generally bound by MCAS Miramar to the north, the eastern ridge line of 
Littie Sycamore Canyon to the east. SR-52 to the south, and the western ridge line of 
Littie Sycamore Canyon lo the west. Though the jurisdictional boundary of Santee is 
localed only 100 feet from the entrance of the Landfill, the Draft EIR repeatedly 
downplays the Project's proximity to Santee and the fact that most, if not all, of the 
Project's environmental impacts affect Santee and its residents. Indeed, ongoing 
operations at the existing Landfill already affect the environment and local residents of 
Santee in significant ways. As such, Santee is committed to ensuring that the Project 
does not further degrade Its environmental quality and negatively impact surrounding 
land uses, such as the West Hills High School and Fanita Ranch, as well as traffic and 
circulation within the Santee, The Draft EIR.must be revised to reflect the reality that 
Santee and its residents will bear the burden of the Project, even though San Diego is 
the entity issuing the permits. 

CEQA FRAMEWORK 

CEQA, Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq., Is intended to "[ilnform 
governmental decision makers and the public about the potential, significant 
environmental effects of proposed activities." (Guidelines for the Implementation of the 
California Environmental Quality Act ("Guidelines"). Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15002, 
subd. (a)(1).) An EIR achieves this objective by "identifying possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describing reasonable altematives to the project" for 
consideration by the public and the lead agency approving the project. (Guideiines, § 
15121, subd. (a).) 

Santee is particularly concerned with the Project's impacts on landform alteration/visual 
quality, traffic/circulation, air quality, odor, noise, water quality and greenhouse gas 
emissions. The Draft EIR's analysis of these issues is inadequate and often based on 
flawed technical studies and data. The Draft EIR has either improperly determined that 
these impacts would remain significant and cannoi be fully mitigated or has failed to 
impose feasible mitigation measures to reduce these impacts. 

In the existing 1999 Franchise Agreement between San Diego and SLI, San Diego 
agrees to "use its best efforts to expedite the processing, review and consideration of 
application' for the necessary pemiits to expand the Landfill. Despite this contractual 
statement, San Diego must still ensure that the Project satisfies the requirements of 
CEQA and. meets the objectives of the San Diego County Integrated Waste 
Management Plan (CIWMP), not just San Diego's own jurisdictional needs, 
responsibilities, and financial Incentives. The Draft EIR fails to adequately assess the 
regional need for the Project under the CIWMP as well as alternatives to the Project, 
such as other proposed landfills like Gregory Canyon or the effect of expanding existing 
landfills while reducing the Project's disproportionate environmental impacts on Santee. 

L4-1 

L4-2 

L4-3 

L4-4 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E,, AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) 

Response to Comment L4-1: 

The FEIR in its Project Setting describes the site's location, including the distance to West Hills High 

School. It includes a Regional Location Map in Figure 1-1 showing the location relative lo the Cily of 

Saniee, as well as a more detailed Project Viciniiy Map in Figure 1-2 Ihat shows the City of Santee's 

boundary as well as the location of West Hills High School and West Hills Park, In fact, in Comment L4-21, 

Ihe City of Santee references a few of the multiple references to the landfill's location in relationship lo the 

Cily of Santee, Moreover, in Section 4,1, the FEIR describes the Cily of Saniee General Pian Land Use 

Element, and analyzes the Projecl's consistency with Santee's General Plan Land Use Element in that 

section. In Section 5 of the FEIR, the document addresses the Cily of Santee Genera! Plan as welt as the 

Fanita Ranch development and other Santee development as part of the cumulative impacts analysis. The 

traffic study area included Ihe relevant Santee streets and Intersections, In addition, Santee city staff 

participated in Ihe selection of additional viewpoints to be analyzed, and those visual simulations were 

added lo the EIR. 

The Cily understands that SU delayed its Project (to negotiate with ihe City of Santee officials) for almost a 

year, in an eflorl to address the City of Santee's concems over the landfill, ultimately changing the Project 

from that originally proposed (as set forth in Alternative 8.8) to that described as the 'Project' in the FEIR. 

As a result, the applicant submitted a revised permit application, lowering the proposed landfill from 1,146 

feet Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL) to 1,050 teet AMSL, at a loss of 26 million cubic yards of disposal 

capacity, as described in the discussion of the 1145' AMSL altemative In Section 6.8 of the EIR. SLI 

agreed to place berms in locations that would block the view of the working face from Ihe residents of 

Santee, and conducted special noise monitoring at neighborhoods in Santee to ensure that any noise 

impacts were specifically addressed, at Santee's request. The FEIR adequately analyzes the impacts of 

the Project to all locations that are potentially significantiy impacted, whether those locations are in Santee, 

San Diego, or anywhere else. 

Response to Comment L4-2: 

Comment noled. Comment quotes from State CEQA Guidelines, al! of which were followed in preparation 

of the FEIR, which informs the decision makers and the public as lo the poiential significant effects of the 

Project and identifies possible ways of reducing those impacis and feasible alternatives. 

Page 2 of 43 
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Sycamore Landfill 
ProjectNO. 5^17 , , 
SGH'NrS 2603041057 

City of San Diego 
April 4, 2008 

Comment 
Letter L4 

(cont'd.) 

Integrated solid waste management planning is the responsibility of all jurisdictions and 
the County. 

The Project's significant, unmitigable traffic, odor and air quality impacts could be 
avoided or substantially mitigated by reducing the maximum tonnage of waste 
processed on a daily basis in the Project Description, which the Draft EIR should 
address either as a mitigalion measure or in the alternatives analysis. This reduction in 
daily tonnage limits would not decrease the ultimate capacity of the Landfill and would 
have the additional benefit of increasing the lifespan of the Landfill: This longer lifespan 
would enable residents and businesses in surrounding communities to dispose of their 
MSW locally, reducing environmental impacts related to longer hauls of MSW. 

OVERVIEW OF SANTEE'S COMMENT LETTER AND PROJECT'S IMPACTS ON 
SANTEE 

This comment letter sets forth the many technical and legal deficiencies that Santee has 
found in the Draft EIR. Santee's major concerns are first summarized in this section 
and then set forth in the rest of the letter. For ease of reference, Santee's comment 
letter is separated into sections that correspond to the various chapters in the Draft EIR. 

Santee is concerned with the following Project impacts: 

Visual Impacts. The Landfill's increase from 883' AMSL to 1,050' AMSL will cause the 
Landfill to be one of the tallest mountains in the western viewshed of Santee. Tha 
Project will significantly impact visual quality in Santee. To address these impacts, SLI 
has agreed to construct an earthen berm so that at all times no trash is visible to Saniee 
residents. However, the Draft EIR does not accurately include this earthen berm either 
as part of the Project or as a mitigation measure. The discussion of the berm is 
confused with the noise berm intended to mitigale biological impacts. In addition, the 
Draft EIR states that the noise and view-blocking barrier berms would be constructed of 
solid waste and/or soil. This contradicts SLI's assurances to Santee that any berms 
visible within Santee would be constructed fully of soil and that at no time would 
movement of. waste be visible to residences and businesses, in the City. This 
commitment from SLI should be incorporated into the Project as a feasible mitigation 
measure that would reduce the Project's significant visual impacts, or as part of the 
Project. The berm is of vital importance to Santee, and the Draft EIR must ensure that 
the berm will be constructed. 

Traffic/Circulation. The Draft EIR's traffic analysis underestimates the significant 
traffic impacts that the Project would have on Santee roadways, which the proposed 
mitigation measures fail to adequately mitigate. The traffic analysis underestimates trip 
generation from the Landfill by as much as 32%. The traffic study incorrectly assumes 
that near-term, interim, and long-term tonnage includes all waste entering the Landfill. 
But the Draft EIR reveals that the tonnages assumed in the traffic study represent only 
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L4-4 
(cont'd.) 

L4-5 

L4-6 

L4-7 

L4-8 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (ewtlnwd) 

Response to Comment L4-3: 

The comment gives Ihe commenter's opinion regarding the EIR's analysis in general terms. The 

commenter's specific concerns are addressed specifically in Ihe appropriate Response to Comment below. 

As those responses demonstrate, the EIR's analysis is adequate under CEQA, and the City has imposed 

all feasible mitigation measures available to reduce the Project's significant impacts 

Response to Comment L4-4: 

The City of San Diego is processing the application for the proposed Sycamore Landfill Master Plan and 

preparing this EIR in accordance with the requirements of CEQA, The Project proposed Is consistent with 

the 2005 County Integrated Waste Management Plan - Countywide Siting Element (Siting Element). 

The Siting Element was prepared as required by state regulation and approved by the Board of Supervisors 

of San Diego County January 5, 2005, approved by a majority of the cities with the majority of the 

populalion and by the CIWMB on September 21, 2005, The Siting Element lays out the strategy for 

disposal capacity for San Diego County for the nexl 15 years. The Sycamore Landfill Master Plan EIR 

includes data from the Siting Element, In addilion, the expansion of the Sycamore Landfill according lo the 

Master Plan is specifically anticipated in the 2005 Siting Element based on information available at that 

lime - See Siting Element Table 3.4 fool note (2) on page SE 13, and the Sycamore Canyon Landfill Fact 

Sheet on pages SE 20 and 21. 

The Siting Element provides a list of operating landfills in the County and iheir remaining capacily, identifies 

the new capacily that would be brought on by likely new landfills and expansions, identifies antcipated 

disposal needs, compares existing and likely new capacity with identified disposal needs, and discusses 

other disposal options such as out of county transport. The Siting Element does not provide disposal 

informaiion by jurisdiction; such information is available in Table 4,2, Quanlity of Solid Waste Disposed, of 

the companion 2005 Counlywide Integrated Waste Management Plan, Countywide Summary Plan. That 

document shows lhal approximately 50 percent of the waste disposal in the County as ol the year 2001 

was from the City of San Diego, 

The Siling Element locuses on two important waste disposal capacity topics, physical landfill capacily and 

landfill rale of acceptance. The "physical landfill capacity" is defined as the remaining volumetric capacity of 

existing landfills. Physical capacity represents Ihe volume available to be filled, and is different from the rate 

at which materials may enter. The rate at which materials may enter the landfills. "Landfill Rate of 

Acceptance," is restricted by annual and/or daily traffic and tonnage limils at disposal and transfer facilities, 

even Ihough there may be sufficient physical capacity. The permitted daily and annual disposal tonnages 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P,E., AICP. DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (coniinuwf) 

Response to Comment L4-4: (cont'd.) 

are specified in the Solid Wasle Facility Permit (SWFP) for the facility, and sometimes in other permits. 

These limits are a matter of traffic control and health and welfare protection, and are changed through the 

permit review process. 

Silino Elemenl Phvsical Caoacitv 

In 2005 there were seven active landfills in San Diego Counly, lour operated by Allied Waste, one operated 

by the City ol San Diego, and two operated by the US Marine Corps. Permitted physical capacity in 2005 

was estimated to be 52 Million Tons (Siting Element Table 3,3). Without any new physical capacity, the 

Siting Element demonstrated remaining capacity through the year 2016. Wilh the addition o( the proposed 

Sycamore Expansion volumes in the year 2005, the Siting Element demonstrates remaining physical 

capacity beyond the planning horizon, 2020. 

As described in the Countywide Siting Element (2005), Gregory Canyon Landfill is a proposed landfill that 

was approved by County voters in 1994. However, as of Ihis time, no schedule for its opening has been 

provided by its proponents. According lo the Siting Element (Figure 3.1). if opened, Gregory Canyon would 

provide an increase in permitted disposal tons within San Diego County of approximately 500,000 tons per 

year, about 10% of the total County capacity. The Siting Element demonstrates that if Gregory Canyon 

Landfill were to come online in 2006, but withoul any expansion of Sycamore, there would be physical 

capacity Ihrough Ihe planning horizon, 2020; however, there would be only enough for about one more year 

of disposal. With Ihe Sycamore Master Plan and Gregory, the Siling Element demonstrates remaining 

physical capacity through the planning horizon 2020. 

The Siting Element does not idenlify any other San Diego County landfill as coming online through the year 

2020. 

Siting Elemenl Rate of Acceptance 

The Siting Element demonstrated adequate rate of acceptance capacily at the existing landfills under the 

SWFPs in place in 2005 through the year 2007 (See Siting Element Table 3,4}. This forecast did in fact 

prove to be accurale as local landfills bumped up against their daily caps (please see Response To 

Comment L3-4 for more information). The Siting Element anlicipaled approval of the proposed Sycamore 

Landfill Master Plan in 2005 with stepped Increased daily acceptance caps. With these increases, the 

Siting Element demonstrated adequate rate of acceptance capacity through the year 2016, The Siting 

Elemenl demonstrated that with Gregory Canyon Landfill coming online in 2006 and without any increased 

daily capacity at Sycamore, Counly daily acceptance rates would only be adequate through the year 2010. 

S y c a m o r e Londf i l l M a s t e r P lan Final EIR RTC-99 S e p t e m b e r 2 0 0 8 



r ( t t3 lT p ; RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (continuod) 

Response to Comment L4-4: (cont'd.) 

The Siting Element shows that with the proposed Sycamore Master Plan and Gregory Canyon Landfill, 

there is adequate rale of acceptance capacity through the planning horizon, 2020; but it appears that daily 

capacily shortfalls would begin in 2021, 

Updated Information 

The 2005 Siting Element does nol reflect recent changes in the solid waste system in San Diego County 

and some of the assumptions used in preparing the Siting Element were incorrect. Important changes 

include the increased capacily al Sycamore Landfill administratively recognized by the Integrated Waste 

Management Board (SWFP 37-AA-0023 Revision 9/15/06) and the proposed increased physical capacity 

at Miramar Landfill. Sycamore was also granted an increase in daiiy lonnage from 3300 tpd to 3965 tpd 

(SWFP 37-AA-0023 Revision 9/15/06). The incorrect assumptions included Ihe opening date for Gregory 

Canyon and the approval date for the proposed Sycamore Landfill Master Plan. The applicant provided 

two tables, attached, lhal update the information from the Siting Element, and the following information is 

from Ihose tables. 

Updated Phvsical Capacity 

The updaled information provided by the Applicant assumes approval of the Project in 2009, opening of 

Gregory Canyon in 2009, and approval of the proposed expansion of Miramar Landfill in 2009. These 

assumptions may be optimistic. Wilhout Gregory or the Projecl capacity, the updated information 

demonstraies remaining physical capacity Ihrough the year 2021. With the addilion of the proposed 

Sycamore Expansion volumes in Ihe year 2009, the updated information demonstrates remaining physical 

capacity beyond the year 2025. 

The updated informaiion demonstrates that with Gregory Canyon coming online in 2009, bul without any 

expansion of Sycamore, there is physical capacily through the year 2025; however, only enough (or about 

one more year of disposal. With both Sycamore and Gregory, the updaled information demonstrates 

remaining physical capacity beyond the year 2025. 

As stated previously, the Siting Element does not identify any other San Diego County landfill as coming 

online through Ihe year 2020. The Cily is unaware of any new Information that would warrant a change to 

thai assumption. 
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uoosy; RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P,E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (continuid) 

Response to Comment L4-4: (com'd.) 

Updated Rale of Acceptance 

The updated information demonstrates adequate rate of acceptance capadly at the existing landfills under 

the SWFPs in place through the year 2008. Wilh approval of the proposed Sycamore Landfill Master Plan 

the updated informaiion demonstrates adequate rate of acceptance capacity Ihrough the year 2019. The 

updated information demonstrates that with Gregory opening but without any increased daily capacity at 

Sycamore, County daily acceptance rales would only be adequate through the year 2012. The updated 

information shows that with the proposed Sycamore Master Plan and opening of Gregory Landfill, there is 

adequate rate of acceptance capacity only through the year 2018. 

Both the Siting Element and the updated information demonstrale a clear need for the proposed Sycamore 

Landfill Masier Plan and Gregory Canyon in order lo meet daily acceptance needs within the County. For 

this reason, a new landlill at Gregory Canyon is nol a teasible alternative to the Project. 

This information demonstraies the need for the Project, particularly to provide daily acceptance capacity but 

also to contribute lo long-term solution to waste disposal needs in the County. A summary of this 

information has been added to FEIR Seciions 2,3,1.8 and 3.2.3.2 to clarify the need for the Project 

provided in the EIR. 

This comment and others question the use of out of Counly landfill slles as alternatives to the proposed 

Sycamore Landfill Master Plan, Reliance on out of County landfill sites would only meet Iwo of the 12 

Project objectives. The GHG emissions per ton of waste associated with landfilling would be similar 

regardless of the disposal sile chosen; however, the GHG emissions to transport the waste to an out of 

County disposal facility would be substantially greater lhan those required to transport Ihe waste to 

Sycamore Landfill, For Ihese reasons, oul of County alternatives are not deemed feasible. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY HALBERT 

P.E., AICP,' DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) (nnunuid) 

Response to Comment L4-4: (cont'd.) 

Updated CIWMP CSE Table 3.3 

San Diego County Physical Landfill Capacity Projection 

(Millions of Tons) 
With Sycamore Capacity Correction from 40 to 70 mcy in 2007 and Miramar Increase from 56.5.mcy to 
76.5mcy, Sycamore Master Plan and Gregory LF starting in 2009 

Sycamore Canyon Proposed 
Expansion Gregory Canyon 

tn-County 
Landfill 
Rate of 

Year Disposal 

Existing 

Physical 

Capacity 

Proposed 
In-County Expansion 

Excess Capacity 

In-County 
Excess Proposed 

(Existing + Addiiional 
Sycamore) Capacity 

In-County 
Excess 

(Existing 

In-County 
Excess 

(Existing 
+ 

Sycamore 

Gregory) Gregory) 

1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999' 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006. 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 

2.4 
2.4 
2.5 
2.7 
2.8 
3.2 
3.6 
3.5 
3.6 
3.8 
3.8 
3.9 
4.1 
4.3 
4,4 
4.6 
4.7 
4,9 
5 

5.2 
5,3 
5.5 
5.6 
5,8 
5.9 
6.1 
6,3' 

62.9 
59.4 
55.8 
71.81 

68 
64,1 
60 

68.5! 

64,1 
59.5 
54.8 
49.9 
44.9 
39.7 
34,4 
28.9 
23.3 
17.5 
11.6 

5.5 

59.4 
55.8 
52 
58 

64,1 
60 

55.7 
64.1 
59.5 
54.8 
49.9 
44.9 
39.7 
34.4 
28,9 
23.3 
17,5 
11.6 
5.5 
-0.8 

61,93 126.0 
121.4 
116.7 
111,8 
106,8 
101.6 
96,3 
90.8 
65,2 
79.4 
73.5 
67.4 
61.1 

33.4' 97,5 
92.9 
88.2 
93.3 
78.3 
73.1 
67.8 
62.3 
56.7 
50.9 
45 

38.9 
32.6 

59.4 

55.8 
52.0 

68,0 
64.1 
60,0 
55.7 
159.4 
154,8 

150,1 
145.2 
140.2 
135,0 
129.7 
124,2 
118.6 
112,8 
106.9 
100,8 
94,5 
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^ o e r*' RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY HALBERT 

P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) (continuod) 

Response to Comment L4-4: (com'd.) 
Updated CIWMP CSE Table 3.3 

San Diego County Physical Landfill Capacity Projection 

(Millions of Tons) 

With Sycamore Capacity Correction from 40 to 70 mcy In 2007 and I 
76.5mcy, Sycamore Master Plan and Gregory LF starting In 2009 

Jramar Increase from 56.5.mcy to 

Year 

2022 
2023 
2024 
2025 

In-County 
Landfill 
Rate of 

Disposal 

6,5< 
6,7< 
7.0' 
7,2' 

Existing 
Physical 
Capacitv 

-0.8 
-7,3 

-14.1 
-21,0 

In-County 
Excess 

-7.3 
-14.1 

-21,0 
•2B.3 

Sycamore Canyon 
Expansion 

Proposed 
Expansion 
Capacitv 

In-County 
Excess 

(Existing + 
Sycamore) 

54.6 
47.8 
40.9 
33,7 

Proposed 
Gregory Canyon 

Proposed 
Additional 
Capacity 

In-County 
Excess 

(Existing 

+ 

Gregory) 
26.1 
19.3 
12,4 
5.1 

In-County 
Excess 

(Existing 
+ 

Sycamore 
+ 

Gregory) 

89.0 
81,2 
74,3 
67.1 

Footnotes 
Correction in capacity of Sycamore Canyon LF from 20,6 mcy to 48,1 mcy as of 2/05 per SWFP 

1 revision 9/2006, 
This amounts to a 27,5 mcy increase or 19.8 million tons. 

2 Assume Miramar expansion to 76.5mcy in 2009 from 56.5mcy previously approved shown in 2005 
CSE, Therefore the nel increase = 20,0 mcy or 12.8 million tons. This also assumes a conversion 
(actor of 0,72tons/cy (or Sycamore and 0.64 lons/cy for West Miramar LF per CIWMP-SE (ppSE-17 
& SE-20). 

3 Assume Sycamore Masier Plan and Gregory Canyon LF are permitted and begin operalion effective 
1/1/2009, Sycamore increase In capacity is 86 mcy or 61,9 million tons, 

4 After 2020 an annual increase In disposal rale of 3.4 % was assumed based on bullet 2, on page 
SE-8oftheCIWMP-CSE. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY HALBERT P.E., AICP, 

DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (coniinu.d) 

Response to Comment L4-4: (cont'd.) 
Updated CIWMP CSE Table 3,4 

San Diego County Landfill Rate of Acceptance 
(Millions of Tons) 

With Sycamore Capacity Correction from 40 to 70 mcy in 2007 and W. Miramar Increase from 56,5,mcy to 76,5mcy, 
Sycamore Master Plan and Gregory LF starting in 2009 

Sycamore Canyon Proposed Gregory 
Expansion Canyon 

Year 

1995 
1996 

1997 
. 1998 

1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 

2009 
2009 
2010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 

in-
County 
Landfill 
Rate of 

Disposal 

2.4 
2.4 
2.5 
2.7 
2.8 
3,2 
3,6 
3.5 
3.6 
3,8 
3.8 
3.9 
4.1 
4.3 
4.4 
4,6 
4.7 
4.9 
5.0 
5.2 
5.3 
5.5 
5.6 
5,9 
5.9 

Existing 
Annual 

Permitted 
Rate of 

Acceptance 

4.2 
4.2 
4.2 
4.2 
4.2 
4.2 
4.3' 
4,3 
4.3 
4,3* 
4.3 
4,3 
4.3 
4,3 
4,3 
4.3 
4.3-
4,3 
4.3 
2.9 

In-
County 
Excess 

1,0 
0,6 
0.7 
0.6 
0.4 
0,4 
0,4 
0,2 
0.0 
-0.1 
•0.3 
-0,4 
-0.6 
-0,7 
-0.9 
•1.0 
-1.2 
-1.3 
•1.5 
-3,0 

Proposed 
Increase in 

Rate of 
Acceptance 

0.93 

1.6* 
1.6 
1.6 
1,6 
1,6 
1.95 
1.9 
1.9 
1.9 
1.9 

In-County 
Excess 

(Existing + 
Sycamore) 

0,7 
1,2 
1.1 
0.9 
0.8 
0.6 
0.9 
0.7 
0.6 
0.4 
-1,1 

Proposed 
Rate of 

Acceptance 

0.68 
0,6 
0.6 
0,6 
0,6 
0,6 
0.6 
0,6 
0.6 
0.6 
0.6 

In-County 
Excess 

(Existing 

+ 
Gregory) 

0,5 
0.3 
0.2 
0.0 
-0.1 
-0.3 
-0,4 

-0.6 
-0.7 
-0,9 
-2.4 

In-
County 
Excess 

(Existing 
+ 

Sycamore 
+ 

Gregory) 

1,3 
1,8 
1,7 
1.5 
1.4 
1.2 
1,5 
1.3 
1.2 
1.0 

-0.5 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY HALBERT P.E., AICP, 

DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (cominu8d) 

Response to Comment L4-4: (cont'd.) 
Updated CIWMP CSE Table 3.4 

San Diego County Landfill Rate of Acceptance 
(Millions of Tons) 

With Sycamore Capacity Correction from 40 to 70 mcy in 2007 and W. Miramar Increase from 56.5.mcy to 76.5mcy, 
Sycamore Master Plan and Gregory LF starting in 2009 

Sycamore Canyon Proposed Gregory 
Expansion Canyon 

Year 

2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 

2025 

In-
County 
Landfill 
Rale of 

Disposal 

6,1 
6.3 
6.5 
6.7 
7,0 
7,2 

Existing 
Annual 

Permitted 
Rate of 

Acceptance 

2.9 
2,9 
2.9 
2.9 
2.9 
2.9 

In-
County 
Excess 

-3,2 
-3.4 
-3.6 
-3,9 
-4.1 
-4.3 

Proposed 
Increase In 

Rate of 
Acceptance 

2.26 
2.2 
2.2 
2.2 
2,2 
2.6' 

in-County 
Excess 

(Existing + 
Sycamore) 

-1.0 
-1.2 
-1.4 
-1.6 
-1.8 
-1.7 

Proposed 
Rate of 

Acceptance 

0.6 
0,6 

In-County 
Excess 

(Existing 
• 

Gregory) 

-2.6 
-2,8 

In-. 
County 
Excess 

(Existing 

+ 
Sycamore 

+ 
Gregory) 

•0.4 
-0.6 
-1,4 
-1.6 
-1,8 
-1.7 

Footnotes 
1 Add SLI 3300 to 3965 tpd from 2007 to 2008 = 665lpd x 52wks x 5,5days/wk = 190, 
2 Add 1.4mcy for years 2009 through 2018 (or Miramar Expansion - daily acceptance 
3 Add SLI 3965 to 6900 in 2009 = (6800 - 3965) x 286 = 810,810 = 0.81 Mmtpy 
4 Add SLI 6800 to 9400 in 2010 to 2014 = 2600 x 286 = 743,600 = 0,74Mmtpy 
5 Add SLI 9400 to 10700 in 2015 to 2019 = 1300 x 286 = 371,800 = 0.37Mmtpy 
6 Add SL110700 to 11800 in 2020 to 2024 = 1100 x 296 = 314,600 = 0.31 Mmtpy 
7 Add SL111800 to 13000 in 2025 to 2028 = 1200 x 286 = 343,200 = 0.34Mmtpy 
8 Move Gregory Canyon LF start to 2009 

190 =0,19 Mmtpy 
stay Ihe same 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E,, AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) (continued) 

Response to Comment L4-5: 

The EIR describes significant and unmitigable Iraffic impacts on SR-52 and al the Mast Boulevard 

westbound (WB) on-ramp to SR-52 associated with traffic volumes in excess of 2,100 tickels/5,850 ADT, 

Odor impacts would be considered significant and unmitigable regardless of the tonnage delivered because 

there are no feasible measures that guarantee odors Irom greens material, composling operations, or an 

occasional odorous load of wasle would not be detectable at sensitive receptor locations on occasion. The 

polenlial for such impacts is more likely related to operational problems and atmospheric condilions lhan to 

Ihe amount of greens and waste delivered. Significant and unmitigable air quality Impacts are related to 

emissions from diesel engines (PMis), and landfill gas emissions, both of which are related to the rate of 

receipt of waste. 

The Project includes a stepped increase in vehicular trips and waste acceptance in an attempt to 

accommodate the anticipated increases in required daily rates of acceptance that are documenled in the 

Siting Element, The decision makers can choose lo approve the Project as proposed, or to approve the 

Project only up to a certain level of vehicular trips and/or associated waste acceptance, It is not necessary 

for the EIR lo consider a reduction in proposed daily tonnage limits (or vehicular trips) as an alternative to 

the Project as requested by some commenters, since such a reduction is within the scope of the Projecl 

analyzed in the EIR. 

As described in the Response To Comment L4-4, Ihe waste disposal issue facing the region is not only a 

lack of physical long-term capacity, but more critically, a lack of daily acceptance capacily. The updated 

daily acceptance informaiion shows the region running out of daily acceptance capacity in 2019 even wilh 

the Project and a new landfill at Gregory Canyon. Even wilh the Project's proposed daily tonnage 

increases to 10,700 Ipd in 2020 and 11,800 tpd in 2020, the region still is not anticipated to have adequate 

daily acceptance capacity after 2018. 

The need for additional daily acceptance capacity is reflected in the Project's objectives (EIR Section 3.1,1, 

page 3-1 lo 3-2). Objective 2 of the Project is lo increase the allowable daily tonnage and associated traffic 

into the landfill to assist in meeting current and future increased waste disposal needs from both the City 

and other jurisdictions in the region, Objective 9 is to extend the life of the county-wide landfill system 

(incorporated and unincorporated areas) and assist in fulfilling the City of San Diego's need for long term 

wasle disposal in a facility that utilizes up-to-date environmental controls. Not approving the total daily 

waste volumes requested by the Project would exacerbate the anticipated shortfall in daily acceptance 

capacity, resulting in the need for either a new or expanded disposal facility in the County or out of County 

transport for that portion of the waste stream that requires disposal. Both o( these potential options would 
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Response to Comment L4-5: (cont'd,) 

have adverse environmenial impacts of their own, including likely traffic, air quality, biological and visual 

impacts. Moreover, the lack of adequate daily acceptance capacity could result in increased incidences of 

illegal dumping, with its own impacis, 

Response to Comment L4-6: 

The Cily o( San Diego disagrees that there are technical or legal deficiencies in the EIR as demonstrated 

below in the responses to Ihe City of Santee's specific comments. 

Response to Comment L4-7: 

The berm is designed to act both as a barrier to views of landfil! aclivities and as a noise reduction 

measure. Please see the top cross-section shown in EIR Figure 4.3-4a, showing that the berm on the 

easlern side would be constructed completely of soil or rock, much like the view/noise barrier berm 

constructed in the last year on Ihe existing landfill Stage I, Mitigation Measures 4,3.3a and 4.6.0 have been 

revised to clarify that the berms would mitigate bolh potential noise impacts and view impacts, by shielding 

Santee residents from views of landfill operations as well as attenuating sound levels. The mitigation 

measures also would ensure that the berms on the eastern side of the landfill would be built witb soil and 

rock, as requested by the City of Santee. 

Response to Comment L4-8: 

All trips associaled with the Project were included in the EIR traffic analysis, EIR Table 3.2-3 (page 3-32) 

shows all of the anticipated waste slreams expected lo be delivered to the Landfill wilh approval of Ihe 

Project, EIR Table 3,2-4 (page 3-34) shows the vehicle trips that would be required to deliver the wasle 

slreams from Table 3.2-3 and also the number o( vehicles required to haul aggregate off-site and to bring in 

base material. The last column of that table shows the vehicle trips that are included in the EIR analysis for 

other trips, such as employee and vendor (rips, These are data that were used to prepare the Traffic 

•Analysis reported in the EIR (Section 4.4), and, therefore, if anything, ensure that the traffic study 

overestimated the trips. 
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the Project MSW, excluding consideration of traffic impacts from increased loads of 
base material, greens, construction and demolition (C&D) materials, Class B Biosolids, 
and other recyclables. This fatal error in the traffic study must be corrected and the 
entire traffic analysis must be revised and re-circulated. 

Further, the Transportation Demand Management Plan proposed as a mitigation 
measure to reduce traffic impacts on SR-52 during peak hours would need to consider 
other traffic management tools in order to be effective and must be given "teeth" to 
require their implementation. Even with the implementation of these measures, physical 
traffic improvements would likely be necessary to reduce impacts to a less than 
significant level. Revising the permissible daily tonnage levels in the Project would be 
the mosl feasible, environmentally superior approach to mitigating traffic impacts. In the 
alternative, the Project's daily tonnage limits and permissible tickets should be phased 
in order to limit Increases In Landfill operations until the phased freeway improvements 
lo SR 52 are completed. Further, a permanent cap of 10,700 tpd, the maximum that 
can be handled with future planned improvements, should be imposed on the Landfill. 

Average Daily Tonnage Limits. The Project Description should be revised to reduce 
daily tonnage limits from those proposed in order to avoid or at least reduce anticipated 
significant, unmitigable traffic, odor and air quality impacts. Alternatively, the Project 
alternatives analysis should consider reducing the daily tonnage limits from those 
proposed in the Project and re-visiting the County's solid waste capacity needs once 
San Diego determines whether fhe Gregory Landfill project, as well as other proposed 
Landfills in the County that are referenced in the Draft EIR, will proceed. Or, at a 
minimum, the Project's daily tonnage limits and permissible tickets should be phased in 
order to limit increases in Landfill operations until the phased freeway improvements to 
SR 52 are completed. Further, a permanent cap of 10,700 tpd, the maximum that can 
be handled with future planned improvements, should be imposed on the Landfill. 

Odors. The Draft EIR concludes that green material or composting odors "may" be 
detectable at sensitive receptor locations and that the "potentiar for such odors is 
considered a significant impacl. Odors resulting from greens processing have been the 
primary cause of odor complaints from Santee residents living downwind from the 
Landfill. Allhough complaints have been reduced by the adopted Odor Management 
Plan, with increased greens processing and the potential addition of composting, the 
Draft EIR should incorporate an updated and expanded Odor Management Plan as a 
mitigation measure for this Project. The Draft EIR must also adequately evaluate the 
odor and air quality impacts from future composting operations, even at the 
programmatic level. The Draft EIR also concludes that odorous MSW received at the 
Landfill scales "may" result in odor impacts at sensitive receptor locations, which are not 
adequately mitigated. The Project Description further states that SLI is "considering" 
accepting dewaiered sewage sludge (biosolids) at the Landfill. Biosolids have the 

L4-8 
(cont'd.) 

L4-9 

L4-10 

L4-11 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) (continuod) 

Response to Comment L4-9: 

See Response to Comment L1-9 regarding the TDM Plan and Response to Comment L4-5 regarding the 

10,700 tpd cap. 

Response to Comment L4'10: 

See Response to Comment L4-5, 

Response to Comment L4-11: 

The word "may" was used in the EIR because odor detection off-site is highly variable, and is an 

intermittent, rather than a constant problem. In the most recent year, documented in Figure 3 of EIR 

Appendix G, there were eight odor complaints received by APCD regarding landfill odors. 

Odor complaints can be considered more likely under certain meteorological conditions. Stable 

atmospheric conditions with little wind minimize the dilution of odorous compounds and are more likely to 

lead to odor complaints, while windy conditions cause greater dilution of any odorous emissions and less 

perceived odor by nearby receptors. Despite this, the most direct correlation between facility operations 

and odor complaints has been the past practices associated with green waste processing, rather than 

meteorological conditions. Past odor complaints were also found to be more frequent in the late spring and 

early summer. The highest frequency of complaints occurred from April through June of 2001. These 

complaints have been more closely tied lo facility operations, however, than to the season or weather 

conditions. 

The present odor impact area has been documented by the complaint history at the site. Very few recent 

complaints have been received, which evidences thai few objectionable odors are presenfbeyond the 

facility boundary. The odor events that have occurred have been altributed to unusual events outside of 

normal operations, Such evenis are dealt wilh immediately per the Odor Management Plan, lo minimize 

fhe impact of the objectionable odors at nearby receptors. 

The Odor Managemenl Plan, revised in 2003, has been effeclive in substantially reducing odor complaints. 

If increased intake of greens results in increased odor complaints, procedures in the Odor Management 

Plan would be revised, as stated in MM 4.7.3g, Section 17863,4 of Ihe California Code of Regulations 

Odor Impact Minimization Pian requires the operator of a Compostable Materials Facility to annually review 

the Odor Impact Managemenl Plan for adequacy and initiate updates if needed. If measures incorporated 

into the Odor Impact Minimization Plan are being followed and odor impacts slill occur to the surrounding 

community the LEA may require the facilily operator to take additional reasonable and feasible measures to 
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Response to Comment L4-11: (cont'd.) 

minimize odors. Since SLI would be sharing odor complaint information with the City of Santee within 24 

hours, and on a quarterly basis (MM 4.7.3h), there is a built-in incentive for SLI lo idenlify the specific odor 

problems, and address them through appropriate procedures. The same Ihing is true regarding potential 

composling. Since the specific compost procedure has nol been defined, it Is impossible at Ihis time to 

idenlify specific compost odor managemenl procedures, beyond those described in MM 4.7,3(. Inlake of 

odorous materials at the scales area is an on-going operational issue, and is completely dependent on the 

nature of the material being processed. However, the relocalion of the scales area, and ongoing 

procedures lo bury such odorous materials immediately, are expected, based on past experience, to prove 

effective. Sycamore Landfill Is permilled lo accept biosolids now. If there are any odor impacts associated 

with such acceptance, odor complaints would be reported to the Cily of Santee wiihin 24 hours, and would 

repori on such odors to the City of Santee in the quarterly report identified in MM 4.7,3h. Odors related to 

the transportation and disposal of biosolids at Sycamore Landfill would be addressed under the regulatory 

auihoriiy of the APCD, 
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potential to result in significant odor impacts, which have not been adequately analyzed 
under the Draft EIR. 

Air Quality. The Project's air quality analysis assumes that the type and nature of the 
wasle accepted at the Landfill would not appreciably change over the life of the facility. 
This assumption and the analysis is flawed in lhal the Project would add biosolids and 
composting waste to the Landfill facility, resulting in a higher percentage of organic 
waste. Also, the air quality analysis used to form the conclusion in the Draft EIR 
underestimates the waste stream and cumulative waste of the Project and should be re­
calculated. 

Noise. The Draft EIR's noise analysis is flawed because it fails to provide, in addition to 
the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) descriptor, the most fundamental 
information about the Project's noise impacts - i.e., the number of additional truck trips 
that will occur as a result of the Project, the frequency of those trips, and their effect on 
sleeping Santee residents. The probability of being repeatedly awakened by multiple 
single-event sounds can be calculated, given sufficient data. Thus, the Drafl EIR should 
include a Single Event Noise Exposure Level (SENEL) descriptor in addition to tha 
CNEL descriptor and incorporate mitigation measures to reduce significant noise 
impacts in addition to the proposed noise berm, if necessary. 

Litter. The Draft EIR fails to adequately consider the Project's off-site litter impacts. 
The increased daily tonnage limits will resull in increased waste load haulers accessing 
the Landfill site who use major arterials and other streets In Santee. The 
Environmental Setting, Project Description, Visual Impacts, Hydrology, and Public 
Services Sections of the Draft EiR should discuss the incorporation of a litter control 
program into the Project in order to reduce off-sile litter on Santee roads. Litter control 
has a direct relationship to water quality and these impacts must be fully discussed and 
mitigated where feasible. To mitigate the significant impact that off-site litter has on 
Santee roads, San Diego should impose a fixed impact fee system whereby fees are 
provided to Santee to manage off-site litter issues. 

Global Warming Impacts. According to San Diego's Draft General Plan Program EIR, 
solid waste accounts for 20% of the 1990 greenhouse gas (GHG) emission baseline. 
Nevertheless, the Draft EIR's global warming analysis does not even attempt to quantify 
the Project's GHG emissions, conduct a sufficient cumulative impact analysis, or 
propose sufficient mitigation measures in violation of CEQA. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Access to Landfill Site 

On Page ES-2, the Draft EIR states that "[pjrimary access" to the Project site is through 
SR 52, the SR-52/Mast Boulevard inlerchange, and the landfill entrance at the 
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(cont'd.) 

L4-12 

L4-13 

L4-14 

L4-15 

L4-16 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) (cominuod) 

Response to Comment L4-12: 

The Sycamore Landfill Proposed Masier Plan would not be composling waste without firsl requiring further 

environmental analysis of such an operation. There is no indication that the acceptance of biosolids would 

substantially increase the organic fraction of the wasle. 

The Project's air quality analysis assumes thai the type and nature of the waste that the landfill would 

accepl would not appreciably change over the life of the facilily. The air analysis for the Project used the 

LANDGEM model and emission factors from US EPA's AP-42, which includes waste streams which include 

biosolids and high levels of organics, and uses organics well above the maximum rate of acceptance, 

Response to Comment L4-13: 

The noise analysis prepared as part of the EIR takes inlo account additional truck trips, frequency of those 

trips, and the trips' effect on sensitive receptors. See, for example, Table 4.6-7b, which shows the number 

of tickets per hour under various scenarios. Multiple single-event sounds are calculated as part ol the 

measurement of the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), See also page 4,6-27 of the EIR, in 

seclion 4,6.4,2a, which describes a worst-case evening and night-lime truck scenario, and demonstraies 

that the Project would not create a significant noise impacl. 

Response to Comment L4-14: 

Temporary litter fences are placed along the rim of the top deck and the access road lo intercept blowing 

debris during windy periods. Portable litter fences are used by SLI near the active working face. As staled 

in seclion 3.2.2.5 of the EIR, operational practices under the Project would not very significantly from 

current practices. 

SLI is required lo conlrol litter around the (acifity and on-site by CIWMB regulation 27 CCR Section 20830 

as described in Section 2.3.1.7 H • Litter Control. These regulalions state that the facilily shall "prevent Ihe 

accumulation, or oft-site migration, of litter in quantities that create a nuisance or cause olher problems.' In 

addition, Seclion 5.3 (J) of the facility's Franchise Agreement with the City of San Diego (available at the 

City ol San Oiego City Cleric's office) requires it to take measures to maintain roads and streets wiihin a one 

(1} mile radius surrounding the landfill free from litter from the operations of Ihe landfill. Conlrol and 

collection of lltler around the facility leads to capture of these materials before they can accumulate in 

significant quantities thai could negatively impact surface water, off-site streets or other portions of the 

environment. Most liller consists primarily of plastic bags and paper, which are not toxic to the 

environmenl. Regular collection and removal keeps, and would continue to keep, such liller (rom having a 

significant impact. 
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Response to Comment L4-14: (comuj 

The landfill currently employs laborers to collect on-site and off-site litter, and hires additional temporary 

labor as necessary to collect litter on windy days. To discourage generation of off-sile litter, the facility 

rejects any open loads that are not tarped, and provides a place at the active landfill disposal face for 

drivers to sweep out and clean their vehicles prior to leaving the site to minimize litter from recently emplied 

trucks. The landfill also minimizes the areas of exposed waste. These practices, and others described in 

EIR Section 2,3.1.7, would continue with the expanded facility. The facility has not received a violation for 

litter since the landfill was purchased by SLI in 1997; therefore, the EIR concludes there would be no 

significant impact to streets in Santee, or other off-sile slreels or surface waters, from litter. 

No fixed impact fee system or off-site litter control program is therefore necessary because the Projecl 

does not have a significant impact due to liller. 

Response to Comment L4-15: 

Appendix F4 provides a detailed, quantitative evaluation of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from both the 

baseline and the Project, and it also discusses alternatives to landfilling. In addition, it discusses the use of 

the landfill gas as a renewable energy source. 

Response to Comment L4-16: 

The word "primary" here refers lo use of SR-52 and the Mast Boulevard interchange as the main direction 

from which traffic travels to the Sycamore Landfill. The EIR shows the relationship between the landfill 

entrance and the City of Santee in several figures, including Figure 3-2 (EIR Section 3,2.1); Figure 4,1-2 

[EIR Section 4.1.1,1 C); Figure4,1-6 (EIR Section 4.1.2.2 A); and Figure4,6-4 (EIR Section 4,6.3.2 A), 
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intersection of Mast Boulevard and West Hills Parkway, Santee Is not aware of any 
access to the Project site other than the Mast Boulevard entrance. Thus, the phrase 
"primary access' shouid be deleted from the Draft EIR. Although technically access is 
through San Diego, the reality is that the Project's impacts are on the residents of 
Santee. The Draft EIR should make this clearer. 

California Integrated Waste Management Plan 

On Page ES 1-2, the Draft EIR states that Califomia laws and regulations require that 
each region maintain 15 years of solid waste disposal capacity. In San Diego, this 
requirement is satisfied through the California Integrated Waste Management Plan's 
("CIWMP") Countywide Siting Element. The Draft EIR further states that with approval 
of both the Project and Gregory Canyon Landfill, San Diego County would have 
approximately 20 years of solid waste disposal capacity, but only if daily tonnage rates 
can be sufficiently increased to accommodate the rate of disposal. According to the 
CIWMP, if only the Project were approved, the in-County capacity would decrease to 16 
years, and if neither were approved, some solid waste may need to be shipped out of 
the County as early as 2007. However, the Draft EIR qualifies this analysis, prepared in 
2004, by stating that it "did not take into account additional Municipal Solid Waste 
(MSW) capacily at Sycamore Landfill identified as a result of recent capacity 
calculations for the 2006 SWFP, nor did it foresee the increase to a maximum of 3,965 
tpd as part of that permit." 

The Draft EIR should re-evaluate the region's waste disposal needs by including the 
most recent capacity calculations for the Landfill. On Page 3-1, one of the project 
objectives listed is to "increase the allowable daily tonnage and associated traffic into 
the landfill to assist in meeting current and future increased waste disposal needs of 
both the City and other jurisdictions in the region." If the need for the Project is based 
on the region's need for waste disposal, then it is imperative that the analysis of the 
region's needs be accurate. In addition, the 2006 capacity calculations call into 
question the previous capacity calculations in the CIWMP and elsewhere regarding the 
region's Landfill needs and capacity. To avoid overstating the need for the Project, the 
capacity numbers should be reconsidered as part of the Draft EIR. 

Furthermore, the analysis should consider the proposed increase in height to extend the 
service life of the Miramar Landfill, the Gregory Landfill, and Campo Band of Kumeyaay 
Indians Landfill in assessing the need for the expansion of the Landfill. The Draft EIR 
needs to explain these proposals in detail and their likelihood of materializing. For 
example, on Page 49 of the Countywide Siting Element, the Gregory Landfill is listed as 
a "proposed site" selected by the participating jurisdictions and the County. The EIR for 
the Gregory Landfill has been reviewed and certified by the County of San Diego Local 
Enforcement Agency (LEA), but the future date of operations and construction is 
uncertain due to opposition from municipalities, agencies, and private parties. The Draft 

L4-16 
(cont'd.) 

L4-17 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) (continue 

Response to Comment L4-17: 

The Project is assumed in the County Integrated Waste Management Plan Countywide Siting Element, 

The reference in the EIR to the Countywide Siting Element is to show that the facility has been included in 

the County's waste disposal planning. FEIR Seciions 2.3,1,8 and 3.2.3.2 have been revised to include 

updates lo the 2005 Siting Element information, including status of other landfills. As noted therein, even 

with Miramar obtaining approval of an expansion and Gregory Canyon obtaining final approvals and 

beginning operations, there still is a need for the Sycamore Landfill Master Plan expansion. The Miramar 

expansion would only provide a few extra years ol capacity, and il is unclear how much of the region's 

waste Gregory Canyon would handle since it has yet to obtain all of its permits, much less begin 

operations. The status of having a Campo landfill operational is even more uncertain. 

As pointed out in the previous paragraph of the comment, even landfills that are 'tentatively resen/ed" by 

the CIWMB are not considered "approved" or "permitted," and in fact, to quote from Ihe commeni letter 

itself, "all proposals (or new landfills or expansions require extensive permits, which include, but are not 

limited lo, local land use approval, environmental review, and state solid waste facility permitting 

procedures." Moreover, even it all of these as-yet unpermitted new landfills or landfill expansions are fully 

permitted and operational, there still would be a need for the Sycamore Landfill Master Plan expansion. 

The addition of the other landfills would also help in extending Ihe life of Sycamore Landfill and thus provide 

more assurance of capacity for the region. Also, see the response to Comment L4-4. 
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EIR states that 'landfill opponents have filed lawsuits to stop or delay development of 
the facility' but it does not explain the proposed capacity of the Gregory Landfill and 
how that capacity might alleviate the need to expand the Landfill. As further discussed 
below, the altematives analysis must consider these proposed landfills and expansion 
of existing landfills in assessing the need for the Project. 

The Landfil l is Not "Already Approved/Permitted" for Landfill Use 

On Page ES-3, the Draft EIR states that "[t]he primary objective of the Project is to 
provide additional landfill disposal capacity at this existing, approved site". Likewise, on 
Page 3-1 in the Project Description, the Draft EIR states that one objective of the 
Project is to "[mjake more effective use of a site already permitted for landfill use by 
reconfiguring the development plans to increase disposal capacity available for citizens 
and businesses of the City of San Diego, and the region". To the contrary, the Landfill 
expansion is not considered an "approved" or "already permitted" landfill site. The 
Project's "staged expansion of annual and daily permitted tonnage over time" is called a 
"tentatively reserved expansion" in the CIWMP, Countywide Siting Element (See Pages 
SE 21 and 47).1 Tentatively resen/ed sites/expansions included in the Siting Element 
must be found to be consistent with the applicable General Plan by the next five-year 
Siting Element update, or they must be removed from the Siting Element. (Pub. 
Resources Code. §§ 41710-41712; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 18756.3.) The most 
recent amendment to the Countywide Siting Element occurred in 2005. As such, the 
Landfill expansion must be found consistent with the applicable General Plan by 2010, 
or it must be deleted. 

Furthermore, "[ijnclusion of proposed or tentatively reserved landfill sites in [the] Siting 
Element does not advocate or in any way guarantee approval of sites by any agency or 
jurisdiction. Nor does it advocate their use as a disposal option. All proposals for new 
landfills or expansions require extensive permits, which indude. but are not limited to. 
local land use approval, environmental review, and state solid waste facility permitting 
procedures. Review and adoption of [the] Siting Element Amendment does not limit any 
jurisdiction's or interested party's right to conduct a more in-depth review of each 
proposal'1. Thus, San Diego should not be predisposed to approving the Project and 
must conduct an adequate review of its environmental impacts. 

Segmentation of Amendment to Franchise Agreement from Projection 
Description 

On Page ES-3, the Project Description states that the Project proposes to increase daily 
tonnage limits (from 3,965 tpd at Project approval up to 13,000 tpd in 2025 and 

1 But even this status is uncle at ia the Countywide Siting Elemenl because tbe Landlill expansion is nol listed in 
Chapter 7, which sets forth the 'lentalively reserved sites". That section states Ihat ofthe five sites investigated, 
only the Easi Otay Mesa silc was described in a general County planning document. 
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L4-18 

L4-19 

L4-20 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 [LETTER L4) (coniinu,d) 

Response to Comment L4-18: 

The EIR does nol purport to conclude that the proposed Master Plan Expansion is already permitted; if it 

were, no EIR would be required. Ralher, the EIR points out the fact that the area upon which the Project 

would operate is already the site of an exisiing landfill operation - the currently permitted Sycamore 

Landfill. The EIR discloses the extensive permils required (or approval, and does not in any way imply lhal 

because the expansion is a "tentatively resen/ed expansion" in the Siling Elemenl, no additiona! approval 

are required. A list of discretionary permits required for implementation of the Projecl is provided in Section 

1.6oflheElR, 

Response lo Comment L4-19: 

Neither the Project application nor this EIR asserts Ihat, because the expansion of Sycamore Landfill was 

described in the 2005 Counlywide Siling Element, il somehow is "approved." The Cily of San Diego is 

conducting the required environmental review process for Ihe expansion in compliance with CEQA and its 

regulations. 

Response to Comment L4-20: 

No "amendments' to the existing Franchise Agreement have been committed to by either the City of San 

Diego or San Diego Landfill Systems, the two parties to the agreement. Until such time as an amendment 

lo Ihe Franchise Agreement would take place, as described in the EIR, the landfill would be limited by the 

terms of the existing Franchise Agreement and the tonnage increases that it aiiows In its Appendix D. 

Should an amendment to the Franchise Agreement be approved, that amendment would be anticipated to 

follow the tonnage limits outlined in and analyzed by the EIR. The EIR is merely explaining that, although il 

is analyzing the maximum tonnage that it anticipates may be required to meel the region's disposal needs, 

the actual tonnage accepted al the landfill would nonetheless be limited lo that allowed by the Franchise 

Agreement unti! such time, if ever, that the City and SLI agree to amendments that would allow the landfill 

lo accept the lonnage limits described in the EIR. Until that lime, the impacts would be less lhan analyzed 

in Ihe EIR, because they would remain limited by the Franchise Agreement, 
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thereafter until the earliest landfill closure estimated in 2028) "depending on limits 
established in the Franchise Agreement". The entire "Project" being proposed for 
approval must be described in the Draft EIR. A complete project description is 
necessary to ensure that all of the Project's environmental impacts are considered. 
(City of Santee v. County of San Diego (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1438, 1450.) Applied 
here, the Project Description must include any proposed amendments to the existing 
Franchise Agreement that SLI and San Diego have already committed to, induding 
daily tonnage increases, in order for the Draft EIR to adequately consider the 
environmental impacts of those changes and incorporate adequate mitigation measures 
that are not illusory. Otherwise, the Project Description must dearly state that the 
Project does not encompass amendments lo the Franchise Agreement. Any later 
amendments to the Franchise Agreement would be subject to separate environmental 

1.0. INTRODUCTION 

Project's Distance from Santee 

The Draft EIR is internally inconsistent when referring to the Project's distance from 
Santee, For example, it states that Santee is "one mile" from the Landfill (Page 1-1); 
that West Hills High School (located in Santee) is located "0,75-mile" southeast of 
landfill boundary (Page 2-1); that Santee Lakes and Recreation Area is located "three-
quarters of a mile to the east of the landfill boundary" (Page 2-3); that the developed 
portion of Santee's West Hiils Park is located 500 feet east of the landfill entrance (Page 
2-3); and that existing residential areas are located 0,7 mile from the Landfill to the east, 
0.75 miles to the southeast, and one mile to the north (Page 2-3). 

In actuality, the entrance to the Landfill is 100 feet from the jurisdictional boundary of 
Santee. The Draft EIR should use this figure consistently throughout the Draft EIR in 
order to adequately inform the public, agencies, and decision makers of the Project's 
proximity to Santee. The'Draft EIR should not disregard the fact that Santee will bear 
the burden of the majority, if not all, of the Project's environmental impacts. There are 
no developed properties {residential, commercial, or industrial) in San Diego that are 
proximate to the Landfill. The closest developed property in the City of San Diego is 
approximately 5 miles away. Tho other portions of San Diego that are located near the 
Landfil! are open space lands and one property designated for future residential 
development. 

Required Permits - No Discussion of SMARA's Application 

The Draft EIR fails to address whether the Project's aggregate processing facilities are 
subject to the requirements of the Surface Mining and Redamation Act of 1975 
("SMARA") and associated regulations. The Draft EIR should disclose whether SLI 

L4-20 
(cont'd.) 

L4-21 

L4-22 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) (coniiniwd) 

Response to Comment L4-21; 

Varying distances between the landfill and portions of Saniee are noted because both the landfill and the 

City of Santee have irregular boundaries. The first statement, that the Iandfiii is 'one mile from Santee" is 

true, based on the distance between the center of the main landfill area, and the nearest Santee corporate 

boundary. It is true that the Santee boundary comes to within 100 feet of the entrance road leading to the 

landfill. There has been no attempt to conceal this, Proximily to Santee is shown in EIR Figures 1-2, 3-2, 

and 4.1-6, among others. 

Response to Comment L4-22: 

Planned Development Permit (PDP)/Site Development Permil (SDP) 40-0765 eslablished the aggregale 

processing operation at the proposed site; therefore, this issue is not relevant for the Project and this EIR, 

The previous PDP/SDP determined that the excavation and associated processing operation is a normal 

part of landfill development and operations lhal is subjecl to 40 CFR Part 258, Subtitle D and CCR Title 27. 

The area being excavated, including the location of the processing facility, would ultimately be lined in 

accordance with CCR Tille 27 and covered wilh landfilled municipal solid wasle and closed in accordance 

with state and federal law. The City of San Diego has determined that this activity (alls under Subtitle D 

and CCR Tille 27, not SMARA. 
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(cont'd.) 

must obtain a surface mining permit for its aggregate processing operations and the 
conditions of such a permit if applicable. 

Acreage Dssignated as "Landf i l l " 

The Draft EIR is also Inconsistent when addressing the acreage that will be designated 
as "Landfill" as a result ofthe Project. On Page 1-13, the first paragraph states that the 
Project will require an amendment to the Elliot Community Plan and the Progress Guide 
and General Plan to redesignate approximately 26 acres from "Residential" to 'Landfiir. 
In contrast, the second paragraph states that "Io]f these 26 acres to be redesignated, 
approximately four are currently designated as "Office Commercial" and the remaining 
approximately 22 acres are currently designed as "Open Space". These 
inconsistencies need to be clarified. 

When addressing the Community Plan amendment, on Page 1-13 the Draft EIR states 
that the issue of removing the plan map and text stating "Potential Landfill" west of the 
existing landfill Is not addressed in the Draft EIR because that text is not applicable to 
the Project. It. concludes that "[a]ny 'Potential Landfill' as currently referenced in the 
plan map and text would have to do with some completely separate landfill that the City 
may or may not wish to pursue in the City and is not a party of this project nor 
reasonably related to this project and therefore is not addressed herein." If there are 
feasibility studies, plans, or any commitment by San Diego regarding this other 
"Potential Landfill' these should be released to the public and discussed in the Draft EIR 
in order to adequately assess whether the regional need forthe immediate expansion of 
the Landfill as well as any cumulative air, odor, noise, visual, or traffic impacts that the 
proposed landfill in San Diego would have with the Landfill. 

2.0. Environmental Setting 

Third-Party Operated Cogeneration Facility 

On Page 2-8, the Draft EIR states that a third-party company operates a cogeneration 
facility under an agreement entered into by Its predecessor and the previous owner of 
the Landfill (the County), which gives the third-party the right to collect and manage all 
gas generated by the Landfill. This section should also specify the term of that 
agreement in order to provide an adequate description of the environmental setting. In 
addition, as further discussed below, SLI should be required to continue these 
operations as a mitigation measure for air quality and global warming impacts, as 
opposed to just relying on an agreement with a third-party provider. This comment 
applies to all of the ancillary operations that are part of the Landfill that are operated by 
third-parties. 

L4-22 
(cont'd.) 

L4-23 

L4-24 

L4-25 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP. DATED APRIL 4, 200B (LETTER L4) ictmtinued) 

Response to Comment L4-23: 

The inconsistency has been clarified on EIR page 1-13 by adding 'and "Office Commercial"' following the 

word "Residential." 

Response to Commeni L4-24: 

Planning Commission was not directing staff to investigate a new landfill in East Elliott as implied by this 

comment; ralher, it was directing staff to consider removing the "potential landfill' discussion from the East 

Elliott Plan. 

Page 2 of the East Elliott Communily Plan states: "This plan also recognizes the possibility that a portion of 

Ihe area west of Sycamore Canyon (wiihin the Oak and Spring Canyon watershed), which is designated in 

Ihis plan for open space use. could be considered for use as a landfill in the future." The Land Use map 

also shows (Poiential Landfill) in the designated Open Space west of Sycamore Canyon. 

The "Potential LandfiU' referenced in this comment has been a part of the Community Plan since the 1997 

amendment when the Cily MSCP Subarea Plan was incorporated into the Community Plan. The Subarea 

Plan recognizes a potential luture landfil! in Spring Canyon. For example Page 15 Eastern Area, MHPA 

Guidelines state: 

B3. In the event that a luture landfill is localed in East Elliott, the area shown for 

developmeni will revert lo open space and the landfill development footprint and ancillary 

uses will be oulside of the MHPA. Development of a landfill would not require an 

amendment to the Subarea Plan if Ihe extent of impacis associated with the landfill is 

essentially equivalent to the eastern development. 

Page 69, Major Issues states: "2. Potenliai associaled impacis related to siting a future landfill in East 

Elliott." A potential landfill site in Spring Canyon in East Elliott was idenffied by the County and City of San 

Diego in 1990 as described in section 8,2,3 and shown on Figure 8,2-1 of the EIR. The Spring Canyon site 

was rejected by the EIR as an altemative to the proposed Maser Plan. 

To the City's knowledge, there is no new proposal to site another landfill in East Elliott. 

Response to Comment L4-2S; 

The agreement originally entered into between the County of San Diego and the third parly landfill gas 

operator remains in effect' for so long as economic quantities of the gas are available," SLI has committed 

to assuring that all feasible landfill gas is used for energy production if the third party contractor does not 

opl lo do so. Moreover, pursuant to miligation measure 4.7,11, Ihe Project is required to route all collected 

landfill gas to an NSPS-approved control device. 
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Alternative Daily Cover 

On Page 2-11, the Draft EIR states that the Landfill is currently permitted to process 
green materialsand geosynthetic fabric (tarps) for the Alternative Daily Cover ("ADC"). 
But "in the future SLI may apply to the LEA and RWQCB for approval to use other listed 
ADCs, under the procedures set for the materials covered by the regulations in Title 27" 
(e.g., foam products, sludge, ash and cement kiln dust materials, treated auto shredder 
waste, contaminated sediments, dredge spoils, construction and demolition wastes, and 
shredded tires). In the Project Description in Chapter 3, the Draft EIR should be clear 
as to whether other types of ADC are considered part of the Project, whether the 
environmental impacts from other proposed types of ADC have been adequately 
analyzed, and whether these alternative materials are currently accepted at the Landfill, 
If it is foreseeable that these materials may be used, they must be studied as part oflhe 
Project. 

Liner System on Older Portions of Landfill 

On Page 2-12, the Draft EIR states that only the newer portions of the Landfill (northern 
and southem portions) have a geo-synthetic clay/composite liner overlain by a synthetic 
liner. The Draft EIR should also discuss whether it would be feasible to retrofit the older 
portions of the Landfill and/or to install other controls to prevent liquids from leaving the 
Landfill and impacting groundwater resources. 

Off-Site Litter Impacts 

The Draft EIR fails to adequately consider the Project's off-site litter impacts. For 
example, on Page 2-14. it states that litter is controlled on-site by confining exposed 
waste to a minimal area. SLI uses site personnel to collect wind-blown littler "on-site", 
along the access road, and within a one-quarter mile radius ofthe site on an as-needed 
basis. However, the waste load haulers accessing the Landfill site currently use and will 
continue to use, major arterials and other streets in Santee as well as SR 52. The 
Environmental Setting, Project Description, Visual Impact, Hydrology, and Public 
Services sections of the Draft EIR should discuss controls for off-site litter on Santee 
roads. Litter control has a direct relationship with water quality and these impacts must 
be fully discussed and mitigated where feasible. Both the Basin Plan and RWQCB 
Order No. R9-2007-0001 prohibit municipalities such as San Diego and Santee from 
allowing the dumping or deposition of litter in any manner which may permit Its being 
transported into the MS4 system, and thereby the waters of the United States. To 
mitigate the significant impact that off-site litter has on Santee roads, San Diego should 
impose a fixed impact fee system whereby fees are provided to Santee to manage off-
site litter issues. 

L4-26 

L4-27 

L4-28 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (centiniMd) 

Response to Comment L4-26: 

See Response to Comment S1-6, 

Response to Comment L4-27: 

It Is not feasible to install a liner under the existing waste. Moreover, because ol fill setllement and gas 

production issues, it is not standard practice for landfills lo install liner in areas already filled with waste. 

Instead, the LEA and the RWQCB ensure control of leachate on the unlined portion of exisiing landfills 

through a combination of final cover design as well as a comprehensive control system. The final cover 

would be designed in accordance with Tille 27 and reviewed and approved by the Regional Water Quality 

Control Board, the CIWMB and Ihe LEA, ll would be addiessed in the Preliminary Closure and Post-

closure Mainienance Plans, which also would include an evaluation of funding for the construction of this 

final cover. Adequate closure funding would be assured through the CIWMB's (inancial assurance 

requirements. The benefits of the final cover are supplemented by the landfill's'comprehensive control 

plan, as discussed in Seclion 2,3.1.7 of the EiR. That conlrol sysiem is in place today, and would conlinue 

with implementation of the Master Plan. As stated therein, a comprehensive conlrol system ensures 

against any impacts from leachate resulting from filling over the old, unlined portion of the landfill. 

Response to Comment L4-28; 

See Response lo Comment L4-14. 
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Fire and Emergency Medical Services 

On Page 2-18, the Draft EIR states that fire and emergency medical services for the 
Landfill are currently provided by the San Diego Fire Department, Station 34. it further 
states that prior to June 20, 2005, Santee's Fire Department provided fire and 
emergency medical services to the Landfill area under an "Automatic Aid Agreement" 
between San Diego and Santee. But with the lapsing of the San Diego/Santee "Mutual 
Aid Agreement" in 2005, San Diego's Fire Department became the primary responder 
for any fire or injury al the Landfill site. 

The Draft EIR confuses "Automatic Aid Agreement" with "Mutual Aid Agreement". San 
Diego and Santee have not terminated the Mutual Aid Agreement. However, contrary 
to the Draft EIR, Santee's Fire Department cannot be viewed as the regular responder 
to incidents at the Landfill pursuant to an Automatic Aid approach. Santee would 
respond under the Mutual Aid Agreement, In other words, the Draft EIR cannot be 
based upon Santee being a frontline fire and emergency sen/ices provider but should 
assume that San Diego would be the frontline, regular responder. See comments on 
Section 7.0, Effects Found Not To Be Significant, for further discussion. 

3.0, Project Description 

Under CEQA, "{Ojnly through an accurate view of the project may the public and 
interested parties and public agencies balance the proposed project's benefits against 
its environmental cost, consider appropriate mitigation measures, assess the 
advantages of terminating the proposal and properly weigh other alternatives..." (San 
Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App^1" 645, 655 
[citation].) Saniee is concerned that the following provisions in the Draft EIR fail to 
achieve this purpose, among other things. 

Project Objectives - Regional v. Local Needs 

The Project objectives, as well as the entire Draft EIR in general, are internally 
inconsistent in distinguishing the regional need from the local need for the Project. For 
example, on Page 3-1, objective No. 1 is " increase the allowable daily tonnage and 
associated traffic into the landfill to assist in meeting current and future increased waste 
disposal needs of both [San Diego] and other jurisdictions in the region." However, 
objective Nos. 6 and 7 state the Project is intended to provide a "centralized location for 
disposal of solid waste within the jurisdiction of [San Diego]." Further, Objective No, 9 is 
to "[ejxtend the life of the county-wide landfill system (incorporated and unincorporated 
areas) and assist in fulfilling [San Diego's] need for long term waste disposal in a 
facility..." The Draft EIR must be consistent regarding whether the Project is designed 
to meet San Diego's needs or to serve as the region's Landfill. 

L4-29 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P,E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) (cominuad) 

Response to Comment L4-29: 

The comment has been clarified by changing the EIR text on page 2-18 to read: "With the lapsing ofthe 

City of San Diego/City of Santee Automatic Aid Agreement in 2005.,,* 

Response to Comment L4-30; 

As discussed in more detail in response lo the specific assertions raised, the EIR provides an accurate 

Project descriplion sufficient to give the public and interested parties and public agencies the ability to 

balance the Project's benefils against the environmental impacts, consider appropriate mitigation 

measures, and properly weigh the alternatives. 

Response to Comment L4'31; 

There is no inconsistency between the objectives quoted in the comment lelter. The landfill is designed to 

meet bolh the needs of the City of San Diego and those of the broader region. The landfill is obligated 

under ils Franchise Agreement lo meet the disposal needs of the City of San Diego, If there is additional 

capacity available after meeting that obligalion, the landfill also is able to meet the needs of the broader 

San Diego region, including the City of Santee, 

L4-30 

L4-31 
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In either case, Santee, not San Diego, the County, or other jurisdictions, will bear the 
environmental impacts of the Project. If the Project is intended to service the region's 
waste disposal needs, then the analysis of those needs (as further discussed above in 
the comments on the Executive Summary) must be complete, accurate, and reflective 
of the objectives of the CIWMP. If the Project is needed to fulfill San Diego's waste 
disposal responsibilities and needs under the CIWMP, then that factor should be 
adequately discussed as well. There is no mention of what San Diego's local 
responsibilities and needs are in comparison to the other seventeen local jurisdictions 
and the County comprising the San Diego County Integrated Waste Management Local 
Task Force (LTF). The Draft EIR also fails to adequately discuss why expansion of the 
Landfill, as opposed to a new Landfill localed well within San Diego's jurisdiction, would 
best achieve those responsibilities and needs. 

Incorporation of the Project into Mission Trails Regional Park 

On Page 3-1, the Draft EIR states that one of the objectives for the Project is to "[u]tili2e 
architectural designs for proposed ancillary facilities that are compatible with possible 
future incorporation ofthe landfill site into Mission Trails Regional Park". The Draft EIR 
needs to specify whether incorporation of the Landfill site inlo Mission Trails Regional 
Park is considered part of the Project, discuss how the Project achieves this objective, 
and discuss any environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the "future" 
incorporation. 

Daily Tonnage Levels 

On Page 3-2, the Draft EIR states that permitted daily tonnage levels would be 
increased in a series of steps from the existing 3,965 tpd to 6,800 tpd following City 
approval and an amendment to the Franchise Agreement, to 9,400 tpd in 2010, 10,700 
tpd in 2015, 11,800 tpd in 2020, and 13,000 tpd in 2025 and thereafter, to closure. 
These figures are misleading because they do not adequately inform the public, 
agencies, and dedsion makers ofthe actual waste stream projections (in tons per day) 
as a result of the Project. These figures only account for MSW as opposed to imported 
base material, green, C&D, Class B biosolids, and recyclables. By 2028, 13,000 tpd are 
projected for MSW, but 16,700 tpd are projected for "average total all waste stream 
components" and a "requested daily tonnage limit based on monthly averages" of 
16,700 tpd (See Table 4.4-1). The Draft EIR should always use the "all waste stream" 
tonnages in order to provide a complete description of the Project's environmental 
impacts. 

"Future" Composting Program 

On Page 3-7, the Draft EIR states that "[possible future deveiopment of a composting 
program is being considered, including soil blending, to assist local governments in 
diverting organic materials from the landfill waste stream. Should specific composting 
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L4-32 

L4-33 

L4-34 

L4-35 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER 14) (conitouodl 

Response to Comment L4-32: 

See Responses to Comments L4-4, L4-5 and L4-17 above. There are no feasible alternative landfill sites 

for new landfills in the City of San Diego, as discussed in the alternatives analysis of the EIR, Section B.2,3, 

Expansion of the Sycamore Landfill has been planned for many years, and is the preferred alternative to 

development of an allemative sile in the City of San Diego because there are no alternative sites that would 

as readily accommodate municipal solid waste disposal, that would be as centrally located, or that would 

otherwise meet the requirements for such a project. The EIR looked at development of an alternative site, 

in Section 8,2,3 of the document, and determined that no alternative site would decrease environmental 

impacts, while providing a comparable capacity that would meet the Project objectives. Alternative sites 

were evaluated, based on a City landfill siting study which identified four potential regional landfill sites. All 

of the potential sites are smaller than the Sycamore Landfill site. The alternative landfill sites would not 

result in avoidance of significanl impacts and would increase poiential biological impacts. They also would 

fail to achieve Objective 1, to make more effective use of an already permitted iandfiii site. 

Response to Comment L4-33; 

Incorporalion of the landfill into the park is not a part of the Project. Rather, the Project incorporated 

various elements of the MTRP Design District due lo the site's proximity to Mission Trails, 

Response to Comment L4-34: 

The MSW intake tonnage levels originally were developed based on projeclions of anticipated increases in 

just the municipal solid waste component ofthe waste stream. Later, the CIWMB indicated lhal projections 

of all components of solid waste coming into the landfill needed to be addressed and estimaled. The result 

is shown in EIR Table 3,2-3, and the explanatory text on page 3-32. All analyses in the EIR related to 

waste tonnage [which include the recyclable materials) use the requested daily tonnage limit from column 

10 of that lable, 

Response to Comment L4-35: 

The analysis of composting in the EIR is provided at a programmatic level, which is all that is feasible at ' 

this lime, given the limited information available. As explained in the EIR al page 4,7-28, il composting is 

pursued in the future, potential air quality impacts associated with such operations would be analyzed at 

that time, when more detailed composting informaiion would be available. The following discussions are 

ciled as examples of the composting information and analysis presented in the EIR: 
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Response to Comment L4-35: (cont'd.) 

• Section 3,2,1,5 describes future composting to the degree it is foreseen by the Applicant today. 

Information provided includes the types of malerial to be composted, tbe composting method 

referred to as "windrows", anticipated size of each windrow, equipmenl use, compost 

monitoring odor prevention and control measures, ultimate use of composted material, and a 

maximum amount of greens material that would be processed at the landfill sile. It goes on to 

note that the traffic and noise impacts of trucks delivering greens material are included in their 

respective analyses and Ihat Ihe number of vehicle transporting greens would count against 

the pennit limits for trucks per day. 

• Table 3.2-3 shows tons per day of greens malerial available for composting by phase of 

development, 

• As noted on page 4.7-28 of Ihe EIR, "[tjhe other potential impacts of composling operations 

have been included and analyzed in the relevant sections of the EIR, Including but not limited 

lo, Traffic, Noise, Visual, and Biological impacis and would not need to be addressed in a 

subsequent EIR." 

• Table 3,2-4 shows the corresponding greens material truck trips, 

• Section 4.4 and 4,6, Traffic and Noise, respectively, are based on the traffic numbers from 

Table 3.2-4 and so composting is included in those analyses. 

• Section 4.7, Air Quality includes a analysis Titled "Tiered EIR Approach for Composting.' 

Sections 4.7.2.2 and 4.7.3 of the EIR describe the uncertainty related to estimating emissions of crileria 

pollutants (and by inference odorous compounds) from compost operations. To provide any specific 

analysis or attempt to quantify emissions (rom a future composting operation would be speculative because 

of the inconsistency in compost emission levels in the studies cited in the EIR; and, would not add 

meaningfully to the analysis presented in the EIR. The EIR stales on page 4.7-28 

"Therefore, composting operations would not be permitted or implemented prior to the 

completion of more detailed studies of the potential air quality impacts." 
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Response to Comment L4-35; (coniU) 

With regard to compost-related odors, the EIR concludes: 

"Impact 4,7,3, A violation of the SDAPCD Rule 51 "Nuisance", (State Health and Safely 

Code Seclion 41700} could occur because of the possibility that some green material or 

composting odors may be detectable at sensitive receptor locations on occasion in the 

future, with or wilhout the landfill Master Plan development. Allhough such odors are 

considered unlikely to be widespread or long-term, the potential for occasional odors 

resulling Irom green material managemenl or composting operations are considered 

significant." 

We disagree that composting should be removed from the EIR entirely merely because it can only be 

reviewed programmatically at this time. Composting is an important part of the regional strategy to meet 

the reduction and diversion goals of AB 939. As such, it is possible that composting would be proposed for 

this site at some point in the future. The programmatic discussion provided in this EIR has served to inform 

the public and interested agencies of Ihis potential future operation at the landfill as evidenced by the 

comments received. 

The analysis of the Composling in the EIR is at a program level as provided by Slate CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15165, Mulliple and Phased Projects, which states: 

"Where individual Projects are, or a phased Project is, to be undertaken and where Ihe 

total undertaking comprises a Project with significant environmental effect, the Lead 

Agency shall prepare a single program EIR for the ultimate Project as described in Section 

15168; 

For other aspects of the Project, this EIR is a Project specific EIR, which is allowed under Guidelines 

Section 15160, which states: 

"This article describes a number of examples of variations in EIRs as the documents are 

tailored to different situations and iniended uses. These variations are not exclusive. Lead 

Agencies may use other variations consistent with the Guidelines to meet the needs of 

other circumstances," 

As described above, the EIR provides the required analysis to the extent allowed given the information 

available. Removal of the descriplion of composting and programmatic analysis of environmental effecls 

would be contrary to Stale CEQA Guidelines Section 15165, 
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plans be identified in the future, the activity would first be reviewed on a project-level 
basis to determine if additional CEQA analyses and permits are required." Santee is 
concerned about potential odor, noise, and litter impacts that may result from "future" 
composing operations at the Landfill, as discussed in detail below. Since composting 
may be used in the future, the Draft EIR should analyze the impacts now, and not defer 
that analysis to a later date. Or, in the alternative, composting should be deleted from 
the Project Description and should not be discussed in the Draft EIR. 

Third Party-Operated Cogeneration Facility 

On Page 3-19, the Draft EIR states that a third-party currently operates the iandfiii gas 
recovery facility. Permits for expansion of the third-party cogeneration facility would be 
submitted "in the future" by the third-party cogeneration facility operator and are 
analyzed to the extent that they can be predicted in, the air quality analysis. 
Significantly, "SLI has committed to assuring that all feasible landfill gas is used for 
energy production if the contractor does not opt to do so." SLI's plans to recapture 
landfill gas and convert it into electricity should be treated as part of the Project and 
included as a mitigation measure to reduce air quality, global warming, and energy 
impacts, as further discussed below. Otherwise, there is no mechanism for San Diego 
to ensure that SLI expands and continues these operations in the absence of a third-
party agreement. To satisfy CEQA, "Imjitigation measures must be fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments." 
(Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(2).) This comment extends to all third-party 
operations. 

Acceptance of Biosolids 

On Page 3-32, the Draft EIR states that the Landfill does not currently accept Class B 
biosolids (dewaiered sewage sludge) but further states that the current SWFP permits it 
to. On Page 2 of the SWFP, it states that SLI Is not prohibited from accepting sludge 
"as specified in conditions contained in the most current Waste Discharge 
Requirements". The Project Description needs to explain what the conditions are in the 
current WDR permit for accepting biosolids. The Project Description should also 
definitively indicate whether biosolids are considered part ofthe Project. The Draft EIR 
must adequately analyze the environmental impacts from receiving biosolids at the 
Landfill, such as increased odor complaints from Santee residents and traffic impacts. 
The analysis should consider accepting only Class A biosolids, which are treated to a 
higher degree than Class B biosolids, as a mitigation measures. The environmental 
baseline should not include biosolids and the impacts of bringing biosolids to the site 
should be adequately analyzed. 

L4-35 
(cont'd.) 

L4-36 

L4-37 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) (comm^i 

Response to Comment L4-36: 

See Response to Comment L4-25. Currently SLI must comply with APCD rules, including Rule 59, which 

requires SLI to collect landfill gas, destroy the collected gas, periodically monilor surface and boundary 

methane levels, and take corrective action if levels exceed Ihose prescribed by Ihe Rules and Regulations. 

This responsibility extends until after the landfill has ceased operalions, under the Closure and Post-

Closure plans. See also Mitigation Measure 4.7.11, which requires the Projecl lo route all collected landfill 

gas to an NSPS-approved control device. Compliance with Rule 59 and Mitigation Measure 4.7.11 would 

assure that landfill surface emissions and off-site migration of methane were controlled within specified 

limits. These regulatory measures would apply to new emissions associated with the Project and through 

the landfill closure and Ihe post-closure maintenance period, Compliance with these rules and regulations 

would substantially reduce air quality impacts. 

Response to Comment L4-37: 

WDR 99-74, in Prohibition 6, allows discharge of de-watered sewage or water treatment sludge. The 

facility can, and in Ihe past has, accepted de-watered sewage or waler treatment sludge which has a 

greater than 50% solids content at the landfill, consistent with the WDR. This includes Class A and Class B 

biosolids. As shown in Table 3,2-3 "Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Waste Slream projections," Class B 

biosolids are intended to be a part of Ihe proposed waste stream and their impacts are analyzed in this EIR. 

Since Class A biosolids are trealed lo a grealer degree lhan Class B biosolids, impacts of receiving Class A 

biosolids are included in the analysis of Class B biosolids in the EIR. Biosolids are not onty part of the 

baseline but in fact are assumed to increase al the same rale as the MSW, when in fact they would 

increase at a much smaller rate. As a result, impacts from biosolids are over-estimated in the EIR analysis. 
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Comment 
Letter L4 

(cont'd.) 

Waste Capacity and Service Life of Landfill 

On Page 3-33, in discussing the proposed Landfill waste capacity and service life, the 
Draft EIR stales that the Project would result in a remaining 94.5 millions tons of 
capacity used in approximately 21 years. The Draft EIR also states that if average 
tonnage figures were used instead of the maximum, service life would be 29 years or 
more. It concludes that if the Franchise Agreement limits were not revised and the 
tonnage limits are met every year, the Landfill would have approximately 33 years of life 
remaining assuming implementation of the proposed landfill design in the Master Plan. 
The Draft EIR's explanation of the service life of the Landfill is undear as to what 
"average tonnage figures" are as opposed to the "maximum" figures and should provide 
a more detailed analysis in support of its conclusions. 

In any case, the Project should limit the existing daily tonnage increases in order to 
serve regional solid waste capacity needs while simultaneously recognizing that 
immediate daily tonnage levels will result in significant and unmitigable traffic impacts 
for Santee residents, as further discussed below, Alternatives to the Project that could 
potentially achieve the region's waste disposal needs, such as the proposed Gregory 
Landfill, other proposed landfills, and the expansion of existing landfills, should also be 
analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

Hours of Operation 

On Page 2-10 (as incorporated by reference on Page 3-35), the Draft EIR states that 
the Landfill's current hours of operation are Monday through Friday from 6:00 a.m. to 
4:30 p.m., Saturday from 6:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., and dosed on Sunday. These figures 
need to be consistent throughout the Draft EIR. SLI proposes to operate the Landfill up 
to 24 hours per day, seven days per week. San Diego should consider only pemiitting 
the Landfill to operate 16 hours per day, which would significantly reduce nighttime 
noise impacts on surrounding land uses. The Draft EIR states that no more than 16 
hours per day of operations is anticipated to be required. If so, then it is unnecessary 
for SLI to obtain approval for operations up to 24 hours per day. The current hours of 
operalion, the hours of operation currently permitted by the SWFP, and the proposed 
hours should be made clear and consistent throughout the Draft EIR. Unless operating 
the Landfill 24 hours per day could be performed with mitigation measures incorporated 
into the Project that wouid reduce noise and traffic impacts to a less than significant 
level, operating 24 hours per day should not be allowed in light of the environmental 
impacts resulting from those operations. 

L4-38 

L4-39 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (eonil^d) 

Response to Comment L4-38: 

See Responses to Comments L4-4, L4-5 and L4-17. The Service Life of the landlill is based on the 

ultimate volumetric capacity approved and Ihe rate at which waste is accepted Into Ihe facility. The LEA 

would issue a Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) based on the EIR that would limit daily waste 

acceptance at the facility to a certain lonnage and number of tickets per day cap. This tonnage and the 

tickets received would be the maximum that the facility can lake on any given day. However as stated in 

the other Responses lo Comments and in MM 4,4.5d for Ihe TDM Plan, waste received each day varies 

depending on Ihe day of Ihe week as well as lime of the year and other factors over which the applicant has 

no control. The EIR has analyzed Iraffic impacts based on receipt of wasles at the maximum level as 

indicated in Table 3.2-3, which would become the permit limils in the SWFP. This is a conservalive 

approach because waste would not be received every day at the maximum level, bul rather would be 

received at some lower amount with daily peaks near the cap. Analysis using this approach yields the 

maximum impacts to traffic, noise, air and ether areas as well as a shorter landfill life than would likely 

occur, but provides a minimum Service Life expectancy for the facility. If an average daily waste receipt 

level were used, the service life of the facility would more likely be in the range of 29 years as stated in 

seclion 3,2,2,3, 

Response to Comment L4-39; 

Comment noted. As stated in the Response to Comment S1-15 above, 24-hour per day operations are 

proposed and analyzed in the EIR, and are driven in part by the amounl of wasle generated in the region. 

As described on EIR Section 4.0, conservative assumptions were employed under each environmental 

analysis, in order to ensure lhal the actual impacis of the Project, when implemented would be less lhan or 

equal to the values in this EIR, Thus, in case the 24-hour operation is nol approved, the EIR has analyzed 

those impacis. Please see Table 4.0-1, which provides a clear understanding of the various assumptions. 

For example, the traffic study assumed current operating hours, which resulted in Ihe model forcing more 

vehicles onto roads during peak hours, resulling in higher impacts. Conversely, under Ihe noise analysis, 

expanded hours of operation were used as Ihe basis, because people are more sensitive to evening and 

nighttime noise. This sensitivity is built into the CNEL noise parameter, by increasing predicted noise levels 

that occur during evening and nighttime hours. 
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City of San Diego" 
April 4, 2008 

Post-closure Impact Mitigation Fees 

On Page 3-37, the Draft EIR discusses post-closure procedures for the Landfill and 
states that funding is submitted by SLI to assure that funds are available to accomplish 
these obligations. As a mitigation measure, San Diego should require SLI to set aside 
funding that would assist Santee staff in overseeing and managing post-closure issues 
that impact Santee residents. Such funding should also be provided for all pre-closure 
operations as well. 

Final Cover upon Closure o f the Landfill 

On Page 3-37, Draft EIR states that the Landfill will use a monolithic alternate earthen 
final cover upon closer of the Landfill. SLI would be required to apply to the RWQCB, 
the City's LEA, and CIWMB for approval to use the monolithic alternate earthen final 
cpver. The cover would consist of yellow fill and rock dust produced as by-product of 
the aggregate processing operation being conducted onsite by Hanson Aggregates Inc. 
The Draft EIR fails to provide a definition for "yellow fill" and shouid define the term 
accordingly in order to adequately inform the public, agendes, and dedsion makers of 
the Project Description. 

Recirculation of Leachate into Lined Portions of Landfill 

At Page 3^10, the discussion of the Trucked Industrial Waste Discharge Permit for 
Leachate and Sewage is vague as to whether recirculation of the leachate into the lined 
portions of the Landfill (to be approved by RWQCB and SDAPCD) is part of the Project. 
It states that if the Project is approved, SLI "may" receive approval to recirculate its 
leachate and condensate over lined areas. If these operations are part of the Project, 
their environmental impacts need to be adequately discussed in the Draft EIR, 
particularly with respect to hydrology impacts. In addition, the Draft EIR should discuss 
whether recirculation of leachate into the lined portions of the Landfill could reduce 
traffic impacts from ihe Project. 

Relocation of Existing Transmission Line 

In Section 3,3, the Draft EIR discusses the relocation of the existing electric power 
transmission and distribution lines. Where this portion of the Project is referenced in the 
Draft EIR, the analysis should confirm that transmission line relocation will have no 
nexus to or facilitate in any way the proposed ENPEX project on MCAS Miramar, 
located directly adjacent to Santee Lakes and Fanita Ranch. Otherwise, the Draft EIR 
should analyze the growth-inducing and cumulative impacts ofthe Project as they relate 
to the ENPEX project. If the transmission line relocation in any way facilitates the 
ENPEX project, that fact must be fully disclosed and all related impacts must be fully 
analyzed. 

Page 15 of 43 

L4-40 

L4-41 

L4-42 

L4-43 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} (conlinuad) 

Response to Comment L4-40: 

The CIWMB, through the Financial Assurances al Solid Waste Facilities and at Waste Management Units 

for Solid Waste regulation in Title 27 Division 2, Chapter 6, defines the statewide process by which 

operators of solid waste landfills must demonstrale the availability of financial resources to conduct closure 

and post-closure activities and provides for the funding mechanism to assure that proper closure and post-

closure activities are carried out according lo approved plans and state regulalions to assure protection of 

the citizens ol the state and the environment. The Local Enforcement Agency and the City of San Oiego 

would regularly inspect the landfill during the closure and post-closure periods to assure that the fadlity 

meets ils required obligations under state regulations and the approved post-closure maintenance plan. 

The funding mechanism requested by the commenter would be duplicative of lhal already required by state 

regulation, and thus is unnecessary. 

Response to Comment L4-41: 

As stated in Section 3,2,2.6 of the EIR, yellow fill is a byproduct of the rock crushing operation currently 

carried out by Hanson on site. After Ihe rock is excavated and it has passed through a crusher, it is 

screened to remove the aggregate of a certain size or larger, The yellow fill is the natural soil material that 

remains after the gravel/aggregate has been removed by screening. 

Response to Comment L4-42; 

Recirculation of the leachate into lined portions of the landfill is a part of the Project description and was 

therefore described in section 3.2,2,5, tilled 'Operational Practices', in the first bullet, and mentioned in 

section 3,2,3,9 as indicated by the commenter, This practice is permissible under 40 CFR 258.28. The 

hydrologic impacts of recirculating leachate and condensate have been included in Ihe environmental 

analysis of the overall project's waste and leachate impacts on surface and groundwater quality as 

discussed in seciions 4,10,2.2 A,, B, and C, of the EIR. Similarly the other impacts of recirculating the 

leachate and condensate have been included in the analysis of air, noise and other impacts associaled with 

managing waste, leachate and condensate. 

It was determined that off-site traffic would not be significantly reduced due to internal recirculation of the 

leachate and condensate. Volumes of leachate generated by the landfill facility are small due to the 

relatively dry climate in the area. Currently leachate is collected and disposed off-site approximalely twice 

per month. As a result, even with an increase in leachate and condensate to be managed, off-sile hauling 

due to recirculation ol the leachate and condensate would decrease traffic by a few trips a month, or less 

than one trip per day. Therefore, compared to inilial proposed Average Daily Traffic of 3040, the reduction 

in Iraffic impacts due to recirculation would be minimal. 
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HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) (cominued) 

Response to Comment L4-43: 

The transmission line relocalion has no relationship to the proposed ENPEX Project. The Project merely 

moves the existing transmission line from its current location, crossing through the middle of the landfill, to 

an alternale location along the border of the landfill; nothing else about the transmission line has changed. 
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Comment 
Letter L4 

(cont'd.) 

4.1. LAND USE 

Franchise Fee 

On Page 4.1-10, the Draft EIR states that the San Diego Landfill Systems Franchise 
Agreement provides a franchise fee to San Diego based on the amount of waste 
received at the Landfill. Although not specifically discussed in the Draft EIR. Article VII 
of the Franchise Agreement states that SLI must pay a quarterly franchise fee to San 
Diego based on the amount of waste accepted at the Landfill. And yet most, if not all, of 
the Project's environmental impacts will affect Saniee residents, not San Diego 
residents, and will drain Santee resources to oversee the Landfill's impacts on Santee. 

As discussed abovs, the mitigation measures adopted to reduce the Project's impacts 
should include project impacts fees imposed on SLI for the benefit of Santee. These 
fees should be sufficient to fund, among other things, the position of a Santee employee 
known as the Community Landfill Monitor, the Sheriffs enforcement of traffic issues, 
feral animal control, street sweeping, stormwater enforcement, pavement management, 
street maintenance, and litter control. 

Consistency with San Diego General Plan 

As indicated on Page 4.1-12, the San Diego General Plan/Strategic Framework Plan, 
General Plan Public Facilities Policies PF 1.3, No. 6 provides that San Diego should 
"{cjooperate on a regional basis with local government, state agencies, and private solid 
waste companies to find the best practicable, environmentally safe, and equitable 
solutions to solid and hazardous waste management." Although San Diego and 5L1 
have been willing to engage in discussions with Santee regarding the Project and to 
modify the Project in some respects to reduce its impacts on Santee, until the parties 
reach an agreement on how to mitigate the outstanding visual, traffic, air quality, and 
odor impacts (among others) the Praject is inconsistent with this policy. To approve the 
Project as described in the Draft EIR without imposing feasible mitigation measures is 
not only inconsistent with CEQA but also inconsistent with general planning and 
interjurisdictonal cooperation. 

Consistency with Mission Trails Design District 

On Page 4.1-21, the discussion concludes that the Project is consistent with the Mission 
Trails Design District's goal to encourage pathways and linkages into the park, but no 
specific trails have been identified. The Draft EIR states that Mission Trails Regional 
Park (MTRP) personnel and San Diego City Council members are developing a trail 
proposal to link several open space areas to the north of the Project site with MTRP but 
that "no specific trail opportunities have been identified." Further, SLI "has committed" 

L4-44 

L4-45 

L4-46 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E,, AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (coniinutd) 

Response to Comment L4-44: 

The Franchise Agreement is wilh Ihe City of San Diego, and the Project is located within the City of San 

Diego. The EIR provides all feasible mitigation measures for all significant Project impacts, and the 

appropriate monitoring agency for Ihose measures is the City of San Diego, 

Response to Comment L4-45: 

The section noted in the comment appears to refer to "General Plan Seclion PF 1.3, Provide 

environmentally sound waste disposal facilities and allernalives (Cily of San Diego General Plan, March 

2008).' Paragraph f slates, "Cooperate on a regional basis with local governments, state agencies, and 

private solid waste companies lo find the best practicable, environmentally safe, and equitable solutions lo 

solid and hazardous waste management." The policy includes the key word "practicable," which means 

capable of being done. As described elsewhere in the FEIR, all feasible mitigation measures are being 

imposed on the Project by the City of San Diego. 

Response to Comment L4-46: 

The language of the Design District policy cited is to "encourage pathways and linkages into the park." As 

described in the EIR, SLi is committed fo working with the City to identify potential trail opportunities, taking 

into consideration various safely and environmental considerations. The policy does nol "require" provision 

of pathways and linkages." There is no impacl to Ihe Design District policies as a result of the Project, and 

therefore, no miligation is required. 
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Comment 
Letter L4 

(cont'd.) 

to working with San Diego to identify trail opportunities. If so, then this commitment 
should be incorporated as a required mitigation measure to reduce any potential 
inconsistencies between the Project and the Mission Trails Design District and Map. 

Likewise, on Page 4.1-29, Mission Trails Design District Sub Area 2 - Hillside Areas. 
A.10 states that hillside development Is not permitted on slopes 50% or greater. The 
analysis concludes that one acre of slopes 50% or more with vertical rise 50 feet or 
more would be excavated or filled within Subarea 2 of the Mission Trails Design District 
as a result of the Project. The Draft EIR should be more dear that the Project is 
inconsistent with this policy and should indicate whether SLi is seeking a variance from 
San Diego. The Draft EIR should also sat forth the requirements for obtaining such a 
variance and analyze the environmental impacts associated with granting such as 
variance. 

Consistency with Santee's General Plan 

As discussed on Page 4,1-33, Santee's General Plan Update, Land Use Element, 
Policy 9,2 states that Santee "should oppose any expansion or operational changes at 
the Sycamore Landfill that will result in increased land use compatibility impacts to the 
City, unless they can be adequately mitigated." Santee submits this comment letter in 
furtherance of this policy. As described in detail in this letter, Santee is concerned 
about the Project's impacts on landform alteration/visual quality, traffic/circulation, air 
quality, odor, noise, and water quality and whether sufficient, feasible mitigation 
measures have been proposed to reduce these impacts. Consistent with Policy 9.2, 
Santee must oppose the expansion of the Landfill until San Diego and SU have 
demonstrated that its environmental impacts will be adequately mitigated. This policy is 
consistent with CEQA and general planning principles finding that in preparing an EIR a 
lead agency, such as San Diego, may not limit its vision to its own jurisdictional 
boundaries if a project's impact will extend beyond those boundaries. It must impose 
feasible miligation measures even if they address impacts outside the lead agency's 
jurisdictional boundaries. (See County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal. App. 3d 795.) 

Consistency with Development Regulations for Sensitive Biological Resources 

On Page 4.1-39, when discussing the Project's consistency with San Diego's 
Development Regulations for Sensitive Biological Resources, the Draft EIR states that 
the Project must not resull in adverse impacts to wetlands. The analysis concludes that 
the Project will not have a significant impact, relying on wetlands creation intended to 
mitigate impacts from a previously approved permit in 2002. However, the analysis fails 
to cite any authority under state or federal law that allows SLI to apply prior creation of 
wetlands for another project as a mitigation measure to mitigate the current Project's 
impacts on wetlands. Moreover, in Southwest Center for Biological Diversity v, Bartel, 
Civ. No. 98-CV-2234-B (S.D. Cal. 2006), the United States District Court for the 
Southern District of California held that creation (as opposed to restoration) of wetlands 

Page 17 of 43 

L4-46 
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L4-47 

L4-48 

L4-49 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (cominued) 

Response to Comment L4-47: 

As slated in EIR Section 4,1,2.2 A, Mission Trails Design Districl, Policy 10, no structures would be 

developed on slopes o( 50% or greater. Therefore, the Project complies with Policy 10. As the EIR goes 

on to stale, however, part of a slope greater than 50% slope would be excavated at the soulhwest portion 

of Ihe landfill sile, to allow the planned access road to pass. This would not conflict wilh Ihe policy, and the 

cut would nol be visible from any location off-site. No variance is required. 

Response to Comment L4-48: 

Comment noted. The comment fails to note that the Cily of San Oiego analyzed impacts lo Ihe City of 

Santee and its residents in all instances where such impacis would potentially be significanl. For example, 

the visual quality analysis of the EIR looks not only al impacis lo viewpoints in the City of San Diego, but 

also analyzes impacts from Santee viewpoints as well, including viewpoints (rom the recently approved 

Fanita Ranch and all other locations where polentiaily significant impacis could occur, regardless of 

jurisdictional boundary. Similarly, the EIR analyzes impacts from Project noise to the City of Santee, In 

addition, the EIR looks at odor and air quality Impacts within the jurisdictional boundaries of Santee, The 

EIR requires all feasible mitigation measures without regard to jurisdictional boundaries. 

Response to Comment L4-49: 

The applicant planned, permitted, and constructed a wetlands miligation area south of Sycamore Landfill as 

part of miligation for PDP/SDP 40-0765. This area was approved by the permitting agencies with authority 

over the impacts. As described in Ihe EIR, there are easements within this wetland creation area that 

previously precluded reliance on the creation areas within Ihese easements for mitigation. The current 

Projecl includes vacating these easements, thus freeing the portion of the easements within the creation 

area to be used lor miligation by the Project. 

The cited case, Southwest Center for Biological Diversity v. Bartel. Civ. No. 98-CV-2234-B (S.D. Cal. 

2005), is related to vernal pools and associated protected species and the Cily's Incidental Take Permit 

issued by the US Fish and Wildlife Service wilh regard to those species. As documented in the EIR, none 

of Ihe species in question occur in the wetlands being affected by the Projecl and the aflected wetlands are 

not 'vernal pools.' Therefore, this case does not apply to the Project. 

Wetland impacts would not be significant after mitigalion, as described in the EIR, MM 4.3.12a, and 

summarized in Table ES-1. 
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insufficiently mitigated. 

Comment 
Letter L4 

(cont'd.) 

As such, the Project's wetlands impacts are 

4.2. LANDFORM ALTERNATION/VISUAL QUALITY 

Landfill Entrance 

The Landfill entrance is located at the gateway to Santee, Therefore, it is Imperative 
that any aesthetic impacts on the entrance be adequately mitigated, including proper 
vegetation and maintenance. The Draft EIR should address these impacts, including 
the Project's compliance with any applicable aesthetic ordinances, and incorporate 
sufficient mitigation measures to reduce them to a less than significant level. 
Generai Visual Impacts of Project - One of the Tallest "Mountains" in Santee 

Since Santee's review of the initial applicalion, a new Project Description that lowers the 
overall height of the Landfill from the proposed 1,145'AMSL to 1,050'AMSL is identified 
as the Projecl. The new Project Description incorporates a graded design that creates 
a hiH towards the west of the Landfill, at 1,050' AMSL, with a lower hill at the center of 
the landfill, at 970' AMSL. Two valleys have been added to the south face of the 
Landfill to reflect surrounding natural slope features. 

While Santee appreciates this height reduction and improvement in the final graded 
design of the Landfill at closure, Santee is still concerned with the visual impacts of the 
Project on Santee and MTRP with regard to the south and east facing slopes of the 
Landfill. Indeed, on Page 4.2-67, the Draft EIR understates the fact that the Landfill's 
increase from 883' AMSL to 1,050' AMSL feet will "change a small canyon into a small 
mountain" and that the Project will have significant, unmitigable landform and visual 
quality impacts. 

In actuality, the proposed final elevation of 1,050' AMSL will result in a man-made 
geological feature that will be prominent in the western viewshed of Santee, visible from 
points all the way to the eastern boundary of Santee. This "mountain" made of trash will 
be the predominant visual feature in the viewshed, lowering 200-300' above adjacent 
natural ridgelines. This "small mountain" would be taller than the hillsides in and 
adjacent to Santee that visually frame the developed portions of Santee and provide 
panoramic visual relief. These hillsides range in elevations from 600 feet to 800 feet, tn 
addition, the Project will have a dramatic visual impact from State Route 52, the 
gateway to Santee. As a point of reference, the highest elevation on SR 52 west of the 
Landfill, known as the Santee Summit, has an elevation of 821'. Thus, the "mountain" 
of trash would be 200' higher than Santee Summit, These significant, long-term 
impacts to the aesthetic appeal of Santee and to the quaiity of life of Santee residents 
are understated in the Draft EIR, thereby calling into question the visual impact analysis 
and failure to inform decision makers ofthe Project's actual impacts. 
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L4-50 

L4-51 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2O08 (LETTER L4) ieeniinu»d} 

Response to Comment L4-50: 

The Project has been reviewed against and found to comply with the City ol San Diego's Land 

Development Code regulations and guidelines regarding landscaping and architectural treatments for the 

entrance and other landfill structures. 

Response to Comment L4-S1: 

Santee implies that the proposed landfill would be the only landform in or near the City at the proposed 

elevalion, and thus would "slick oul" from the natural topography. A review ol the four U.S.G.S. 

topographic maps that include Saniee and ils vicinity (La Mesa, El Cajon, Poway and San Vicente 

Reservoir) shows local mountains at 1108, 1051, 1591,1374, 1379, 1194, 1094, 1291, 1082, 1094,1204, 

1191,1127,1204,1062,1066, and 1110. The anticipated visual impact of the future, closed landfill from 

SR-52 is depicted in a visual simulalion in Figure 4.2-22. Another view coming into Santee via Mission 

Gorge Road is shown in Figure 4.2-23. These views show the Project's anticipated visual Impacts, from the 

viewpoints selected before the study by personnel from both the City of San Diego and the Cily o( Santee. 

It is infeasible to reduce all visual impacts associated with this Project to a level less than significant, in part 

because landform changes involving more lhan 2,000 cubic yards of cut or fill per acre are deemed 

significanl by City of San Diego criteria, if manufactured slopes higher than ten feet are produced. 

Therefore, the Project, which involves more than 30,000 cubic yards of fill per acre, and a maximum height 

increase of 167 feet, could never be found visually less than significant, no matter what mitigation 

measures were utilized. Even reducing the maximum height of the landfill to the reduced height altemalive 

still has significant unmitigable visual qualily impacis. 
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Views of Landfill Post-closure 

As shown in the photo simulations, the views during the operational life of the Landfill 
and after Landfill closure are significant as they can be viewed from existing residential, 
park/open space, and school sites as well as Fanita Ranch. The photo-simulations 
show the Landfill slope at its current permitted height of 883' AMSL and what the final 
slopes would look like at closure, estimated to occur at 2029. However, the interim 
slope conditions are not addressed. Will the berms be flat-topped, resulting in a highly 
visible eye-sore? Will there be an adequate cover of soil on these incremental slopes 
that can support native vegetation throughout the active life of the Landfill? These 
questions remain because the photo simulations for the views at five year intervals are 
not induded in the Draft EIR. The inlerim photo simulations must be included lo present 
the full picture. 

Thresholds - Viewpoints Considered 

On Page 4.2-17, the Draft EIR states that nine public viewpoints were identified as 
being most representative of existing and prospective future views toward the Project 
site. The analysis explains that "[p]ublic viewpoints have been emphasized because 
neither San Diego regulations nor CEQA protects private views". 

To the contrary, nothing in CEQA limits the analysis of a Project's visual impacts from 
considering privale viewpoints. The checklist in Appendix G of.the CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 1 (Aesthetics) does not Itmit the visual impact analysis to "pubiic" scenic vistas. 
Furthermore, under CEQA, San Diego has an independent obligation to rely upon 
substantial evidence to support its condusion that impacts are mitigated to a less than 
significant level, (Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources 
Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98.) Use of existing environmental standards in 
determining the significance of an impact "is an effective means - of promoting 
consistency in significance determinations and integrating CEQA environmental review 
activities with other environmental program planning and regulation" (Id. at p. 111.) 
However. San Diego cannot limit its analysis to whether the Project complies with its 
own visual impact regulations but must also consider whether the Project will have a 
significant visual impact under CEQA. Local and state standards alone cannot 
determine CEQA thresholds, (Berkeley Keep Jets Over fhe Bay Committee v. Board of 
Port Commissioners of the City of Oakland (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344.1381.) 

Methodology - Views from State Routes 52 and 125 

On Page 4,2-18 of the Draft EIR and Figures 4.2-6, 4.2-7. and 4.2-8, the visual impact 
analysis only assesses the highway views from State Routes 52 and 125 from the 
perspective of the driver. The driver's views are discounted because the driver's 
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L4-52 

L4-53 

L4-54 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (cominued) 

Response to Comment L4-52: 

The EIR states that visual impacts of Ihe proposed landform would be significanl and unmiligable. Ten 

difterent visual simulations (EIR Figures 4.2-22 through 4.2-31) were prepared for various viewpoints, most 

of them located within the City of Santee. projected interim year profiles of the landform were shown in all 

of Ihese simulalions, allhough Ihe reader needs to look below the inlerim profiles to Ihe color simulalion 

below lo extrapolate the inlerim year appearance. Anticipated contrast between the bare soil and mulch of 

newly-constructed landfill areas and the surrounding hillsides are described in Impact 4.2,4, EIR Section 

4.2.4,2 A. Multiple additional visual simulations are not required to demonslrate the visual impacts are 

significant and unmitigable. 

Response to Comment L4-53: 

The EIR's significance threshold protecting public but nol private views is based in fact, law and City 

guidelines. The City's posilion thai impacts lo private views are not significant is specificaiiy set out in its 

CEQA Significance Thresholds. There, the City has expressly concluded that private views are not 

protecled and therefore, Impacis to private views are not signiflcanl. The Cily's visual significance criteria 

not only make the distinction, it expressly contradicts the comment's assertion and states that "(vjiews from 

private property are not protected by CEOA or the City of San Diego." See California Environmental 

Quality Act Significance Deiermination Thresholds, Developmeni Services Departmenl (January 2007) al 

75. 

The Slale CEQA Guidelines al Section 15064.7 provide that each public agency is encouraged to develop 

its own thresholds of significance to use in determining the significance ol an environmental effect. The 

City of San Diego has done so, and as the City's Thresholds of Significance explain, it does not consider 

impacis to private views to be significant. 

Even though the City's policy is that private view impacts are not significant, the EIR nonetheless includes 

visual simulations of nol only views from al! public viewpoints but also went onto private property at Fanita 

Ranch. In fact, the viewpoints at Fanila Ranch were specifically chosen with input from City of Santee staff. 

Figures 4.2-3, 4.2-4a, and 4.2-4c of the EIR idenlify areas, both public and private, with potential views to 

the Project site. Seclion 4.2,2.5 ol Ihe EIR slales: 

Public viewpoints have been emphasized because neither the City of San Diego in its 

regulations nor the California Environmental Qualily Act protects private views. Public 

views, whether from recreational areas, public facilities, or major roads or highways are 

deemed most important lo the City. However, several of the key viewpoints also can be 

used to represent views from residenlial areas nearby. [Emphasis added.) 
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&}$*?-; RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4} («niinu«o 

Response to Comment L4-53: (comu) 

The Projecl would not block any East Elliott Community Plan or City ol Saniee General Plan designated 

public view corridor. Since no visual analysis can take inlo accounl every poiential viewing location, 

vantage points typically are used to demonslrate the visual effects ol a Project, For EIRs, public vantage 

points are typically used. By comparing the localion of one's privale residence to the Generalized 

Proposed Landfill Project Visibility and Key Viewpoint Locations map (Figure 4,2-3) presented in the EIR, 

.the effecls of views towards the landfill from any privale property in the area around the landfill can readily 

be determined. 

Numerous cases have upheld an agency's determinalion that obslruclion of a few private views is not 

generally regarded as a significant environmental impact. For example, the court in Mira Mar Mobile 

Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal, App, 4111 477, 492-93 held that "[ujnder CEQA, the 

question is whether a Project will affect the environment of persons In general, nol whether a Project will 

affect particular persons. Additionally, California landowners do not have a right of access to air, light and 

view over adjoining property," As the court went on to state, "neither state nor local law protects private 

views from private lands ...." Id. al 494. See also Portervilte Citizens for Responsible Hillside 

Development v. City o l Porterville (2007) 157 Cal, App. 4* 885; Sowman v. City ol Berkeley (2004} 122 

Cal, App. 4 lh 572, 586-97 (obstruction of a few private views is not generally regarded as a significant 

Impact). In addition, the Project provides berms lo hide the active working face (rom most viewpoints. 

Response to Comment L4-54: 

The visual impact of the Project on views from SR-52 and SR-125 is found in the EIR to be significant and 

unmitigable. 
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attention must be focused on the road. The analysis should consider the Project's 
visual impacts on passengers who have time to view their surroundings. In addition, 
given the traffic congestion caused by the Project, the driver's view should not be fully 
discounted. 

Project Views from Fanita Ranch 

On Page 4,2-27, the Draft EIR states that the views of the Landfill from future residential 
areas in Fanita Ranch are assessed "based on the most recent site plans available from 
www.fanita.com on March 7. 2007", The Draft EIR should be amended to note that 
Fanita Ranch has been approved by Santee and such site plans have, been approved 
as part of the project. 

The visual simulations provided on Pages 4.2-62, 63, and 65 show the project as 
viewed from Fanita Ranch. The simulations show a significant change lo the existing 
canyon. Five-year interval pictures should be provided in order to show a better 
representation of the ongoing landfill operations and closure. If these photos are not 
provided, a discussion wiihin the Draft EIR should address why the photo simulations 
provided adequately address this concern. 

SR-52 as a State Scenic Highway 

On Page 4.2-36, the Draft EIR states that SR-52 has been designated by the State as a 
"state highway eligible for designation as a State Scenic Highway." Further, per Policy 
9.9 of the Community Enhancement Element of the Santee General Plan, Santee shall 
explore pursuing designation of SR-52 as a State Scenic Highway, ail or in part, as 
appropriate upon completion of SR-52 to its junction with SR-67. To implement this 
policy, Santee must adopt a scenic corridor protection program, apply to Caltrans for 
scenic highway approval, and receive notification from Caltrans that the highway has 
been designated as a scenic highway. The Draft EIR fails to analyze whether the 
Project's visual impacts will interfere with Santee's policy to have SR-52 designated as 
a State Scenic Highway by Caltrans. 

Visual Impacts of Containers and Collections Bins 

On Page 4.2-42, the Draft EIR states that at the present time up to 40 roll-off containers 
and up to 200 smaller collection bins (3-6 cubic yards each) are temporarily stored on 
inactive portions of the Landfill. Apparently "[t]his practice would continue for the 
foreseeable future, but the number of roll-off containers wouid be reduced to a 
maximum of 30' and "[t]o the extent feasible, these containers would be kept in less-
visible portions of the Landfill site." The analysis concludes that "since this practice 
represents no change from current landfill practices, no significant visual impact would 
result from practice continuation under the [Project]". However, the visual impacts of 
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L4-55 

L4-56 

L4-57 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) {nminud} 

Response to Comment L4-55: 

Comment noted, Santee's approval of the Fanila Ranch development does not change the EIR's analysis 

or conclusions. See the Response to Comment L4-52 regarding why addiiional visual simulations are not 

required. 

Response to Comment L4-56: 

It is our understanding that Santee may request designation of SR-52 as an official scenic highway wiihin 

the area of Santee juiisdiclion. Although the landfill is expected to be visible from SR-52 within Santee 

when it rises above the surrounding ridgelines. it will be 1.5 miles or more from the nearest portion of SR-

52 localed in Santee, and the landfill would be revegetated with native vegeiation. A landfill located 

between 1,5 and 4 miles from a highway segment should not preclude that highway segment from being 

considered a state scenic highway if the segment otherwise meets state criteria. See Response lo 

Comment S5-18 for additional information about the State scenic highway designation process. 

Response to Comment L4-57: 

The containers and bins are currently stored out of view from any person outside the landfill in an 

excavated area on Ihe western portion of the landfill sile. In the future, Ihey woutd continue to be stored in 

less visible areas of the landfill. Therefore, no visual impact is assessed in this EIR, since no adverse 

visual change is expected to occur, and therefore, no miligation is required. 
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storing these containers and bins needs to have been analyzed in a previous EIR or 
other environmental document, which is not discussed in the Draft EIR. The analysis 
shouid discuss what viewpoints are impacted by these containers/bins so that their 
Impacts may be adequately considered by the public, agencies, and decision makers. 
Mitigation measures, including reduction of the number of containers/collection bins 
permitted and keeping the containers in less-visible portions of the Landfill, must be 
incorporated as mitigation measures into the Project so that SLI Is committed to 
reducing these visual impacts. 

Visual Impacts of Tree-Service Vehicles 

Likewise, on Page 4.2-42, the Draft EIR states that the Landfill will continue the current 
practice of allowing tree-service vehicles (Asplundh and Davy's Tree Sen/ice) to park 
overnight in Landfill parking areas and along the Landfill haul road. This practice would 
continue until at least 2010. The analysis concludes that "since this practice represents 
no substantive change from current landfill practices, no significant visual impact would 
result from continuation of tho practice under the [Project]." However, the practice of 
allowing tree-service vehicles to park overnight at the Landfill has not been adequately 
evaluated in a prior environmental documeni or in the Draft EIR. The visual impacts 
from these vehicles are unsightly for Santee residents. To comply with CEQA, the 
practice should either be induded as part of the Project Description so that its visual 
impacts may be adequately evaluated or it should be eliminated. During .recent 
discussions between Santee and SLI, SLI agreed to eliminate this practice. Thus, the 
Draft EIR should indude as a mitigation measure a requirement that SLI not renew its 
third-party contract to allow tree-service vehicles to park overnight at the Landfill. 
Interim visual mitigation measures to address the visual impacts until 2010 should also 
be considered. 

Visual Impacts of Litter 

On Page 4.2-48, the Draft EIR evaluates the potential for visual impacts assodated with 
litter from the Landfill. The analysis concludes that the impacts would be minimized 
through continuation of existing litter control measures (See Section 2,3.1.6 H of the 
Draft EIR). However, as discussed above, the analysis must also consider off-sile litter 
impacts, whether those impacts will be significant, and any feasible mitigation measures 
(such as impact fees for Santee to manage litter control on its roadways). Water quality 
impacts associated wilh litter should also be addressed and mitigated. See comments 
on Environmental Setting for further discussion. 

Visual Impacts of Interim Bare Slopes 

On Page 4.2-53, Mitigation Measure 4.2.4 states that south and east facing graded 
areas of the Landfill that will not be active for six months will be planted wiihin one 
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L4-58 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P,E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) lontmuad) 

Response to Comment L4-58: 

The issue for the tree sen/ice vehicles is the same as for the roll-off containers addressed in the Response 

lo Comment L4-57 above. There would be no visual change from the exisiing condition, thus no visual 

impacl. As a result, no mitigation is required. 

Response to Comment L4-59: 

See Response lo Comment L4-14. 

Response to Comment L4-60: 

Revegetating landfill slopes that are in active development, i.e., are expected to receive additional layers of 

waste and/or soil wiihin less than six months, would not result in allowing for revegetation to become 

eslablished. as those slopes would be covered with additional waste or soil. Therefore, no reduction in a 

significant visual impact would be achieved by requiring the requested mitigation. 

L4-59 

L4-60 
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month of grading, using native, drought-tolerant plan material. This mitigation measure 
is insufficient to reduce the significant visual impacts of the Landfill on Santee residents. 
Cumulatively, these slopes could remain in "interim" bare conditions for proportionately 
longer periods. Instead, Mitigation Measures 4.2.4 should require all inactive slopes to 
be covered and planted after one month of inactivity with native grasslands. 

Post-closure Visual Impacts 

On Page 4.2-55, the Draft EIR discusses the visual impacts associated with the closure 
of the Landfill with respect to re-vegetation and permanent alteration to the existing 
landform. The analysis should also address the visual impacts of the permanent access 
road, the gas probe locations as shown on Figure 3-5, and any above-ground drainage 
pipes that may be installed on south facing slopes. 

Mitigation Measures - Earthen Berms 

On Page 4.2-46, the Draft EIR states that noise and view-blocking barrier berms would 
be constructed of MSW and/or soil. This contradicts SLI's assurances to Santee that 
the visual impact berms visible within the City would be constructed fully of soil and that 
at no lime would movement of wasle be visible to residences and businesses in the 
City. This commitment from SLI should be incorporated as a feasible mitigation 
measure that would reduce the Project's significant visual impacts. In addition, the 
entire discussion of the earthen berms that will reduce visual and noise impacts to 
Santee must be separated from the discussion of the biological berm mitigation 
measures. The Draft EIR confuses these separate mitigation measures such that, as 
drafted, the berms that address visual impacts to Santee are inadequately described 
and discussed. 

4.3. BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS 

Wildlife Corridors 

The Draft EIR identifies three wildlife corridors within and adjacent to the Landfill: Quail 
Canyon, Spring Canyon, and Oak Canyon. These three wildlife coridors are also 
identified in the East Elliot Community Plan. Wildlife Corridors are not only important to 
the community in which they exist but they hold regional importance as a network for 
wildlife movement. The Draft EIR only analyzes the Landfill's impact on the Spring 
Canyon corridor and fails to adequately address the Oak and Quail Canyon corridors! 
In particular, the Quail Canyon Corridor is directly adjacent to Santee and may affect 
wildlife movement from wildlife corridors within Santee that feed into Quail Canyon. The 
effect of the Landfill expansion on all applicable wildlife corridors should be analyzed on 
a regional scale and measures should be incorporated into the Project lo mitigate any 
significant impacts. 
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L4-61 

L4-62 

L4-63 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2003 (LETTER L4) (cominwd) 

Response to Comment L4-61: 

The landfill access road would nol be visible from any key viewpoint selected by City staff of the Cities of 

San Diego and Santee. As shown in EIR Figure 3-5, the road would turn west from the existing access 

road south of the landfill, then around the southwest corner of the landfill site. At such locations it would be 

lower than the existing topography, and thus hidden from outside view. As it proceeds northerly up the 

western side of the proposed landfill landform, Ihe cross-section of the road would be tipped to the east for 

control of drainage. Thus, viewers to the west and of equal or lower elevation would not be able to see the 

road, since the western edge of the road would be higher than the eastern edge. Viewers to the south, of 

equal or lower elevation, would be able to see only portions of the road, and from a distance of more than 

two miles. At that distance (see Figure 4,2-23), the visual impact of the roadway would be extremely small. 

Little, if any, of the perimeter road would be visible from the east, and none of the waste haul road would be 

visible. 

No structures are required at the gas probe locations plotted in Figure 3-5, and so these would not 

represent any substantive visual Impacl, Finally, regarding potential above-ground drainage pipes on 

south-tacing slopes would be treated to reduce glare and blend into the surrounding vegetation. 

Response to Comment L4-62: 

See Response to Commeni L4-7. 

Response to Comment L4-63: 

The landfill expansion would come no closer to the channel of Quail Canyon than 1/3 mile, and no closer to 

the channel of Oak Canyon than one mile, the same distances as for the existing, approved landfill plan. 

Consequently, it was concluded by RECON biologists, in EiR Appendix C l , that no direct or indirect impact 

to those two corridors would occur as a result of the proposed landfill expansion. The biological analysis 

focused on potential impacts to the adjacenl Spring Canyon corridor. The MHPA Guidelines, Eastern Area 

- East Elliott Mission Trails Regional Park, state that there is no impact to the East Elliott wildlife corridors 

so long as wildlife movement is not precluded through more than one of the three corridors of Spring, Oak 

and Quail Canyons, 
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4.4, TRAFFIC CIRCULATION 

Impacts of Project on Santee Roadways 

On Page 4.4-1, the Draft EIR states that the "majority of the project-related traffic is 
anticipated to affect City of San Diego roadways and Caltrans freeways" while "a small 
proportion of project traffic would utilize City of Santee roadways". This comment 
understates the significant Iraffic impacts that the Project would have on Santee 
roadways, which the proposed mitigation measures fait to reduce to a less than 
significant level. The Santee/San Diego street system in the Project area inciudes 
Mast Boulevard (Major Road), West Hills Parkway (Major Arterial). Fanita Parkway 
(unclassified), Carlton Hills Boulevard (Major Street), and Cuyamaca Street (Major 
Street) - all of which primarily serve property within Santee's jurisdiction and the 
Landfill. Moreover, the Project's traffic impacts will result in failing levels of service in 
the vidnity of the Mast / SR 52 interchange, which serves a large portion of Santee's 
residences. These impacts to Santee must be accurately described to fully inform the 
decision makers ofthe Project's impacts. 

Project Traffic Distribution & Assignment 

On Page 4.4-3, the traffic analysis indicates that the existing trip distribution for the 
Landfill includes 15% of Landfill traffic on Mast Boulevard east of the Landfill. However, 
the future distribution assigns 3% ofthe Landfill traffic to Mast Boulevard, which results 
in a decrease from the existing trip count. This is not realistic given future local 
development that will occur east of the Landfill that will generate additional waste, 
including Fanita Ranch and Castlerock. 

Flawed Methodology - Exclusion of Non-Municipal Solid Waste Trips 

As explained on Pages 4.4-3 and 4,4-4 of the Draft EIR. the traffic analysis for the 
Project is based upon trip generation assumptions formed on a site-specific 
methodology developed to establish a relationship between tickets issued at the Landfill 
and Landfill traffic. Impacts were analyzed using a baseline of traffic data collected in 
2003. The traffic analysis should be revised using current baseline traffic data and the 
ticket/traffic relationship should be evaluated with current data to confirm or refute the 
validity of the site-specific methodology. Until the date is updated, the methodology is 
suspect. 

Even assuming, for the sake of argument, that the methodology used is appropriate, the 
Draft EIR is fatally flawed in that it underestimates trip generation from tha Landfill by as 
much as 32%. The Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Expansion Traffic Impact Analysis 
conducted by Linscott, Law & Greenspan (Appendices Dl and D2} indicates that "all of 

L4-64 

L4-65 

L4-66 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P,E„ AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) (ccnii^d) 

Response lo Comment L4-64: 

The Sycamore Landfill expansion is regional-serving. The site is located adjacent to SR-52, which serves 

the region. The site's driveway is the first signalized intersection north of the SR-52 inlerchange. The 

applicant has provided input based on future wasle demands that confirm a regional distribution of Iraffic. 

Regional growth is expected to outpace local, internal growth in Santee, supporting the conclusion that 

distribution would be oriented to the adjacent freeway through the adjacent interchange. It also is imporlant 

to note that the traffic study and EIR both addressed Project-related impacts to roads within the jurisdiction 

of Ihe City of Santee. 

Response to Comment L4-65; 

The increase in landfill daily tonnage is expected to be primarily due to regional growth and the closure of 

Miramar Landfill, Those trips would be coming from SR-52, Santee's contribution is not expected to grow 

at the same rate as the increase in tonnage, and thus traffic from the direclion of Santee is not expected to 

grow proportionately. Therefore, In the future, distribution to/from Santee would be expected to be a lower 

percentage of the total when compared to exisiing distribution numbers. 

Response to Comment L4-66: 

The site-specific trip generation is based on linear growth of the measured, empirical relationship of tickets 

to truck trips, plus recycled materials, as shown in Table 3.2-4. Those ADTs include all traffic lo come to 

the landfill, as detailed in EIR Tables 3.2-3 and 3.2-4, 
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the future trip generation calculations are based on the existing relationship of tickets to 
driveway volumes as observed on January 9, 2003. The Landfill counts traffic entering 
its property by issuing a "ticket" to any vehicle arriving at the site carrying material to be 
deposited at the Landfill, including waste as well as green and other materials for 
recycling (emphasis added)." The study concludes that I n order to calculate future 
project traffic volumes, the proposed future operations must be understood in terms of 
tickets to compare to the existing data," This is calculated on the following Project 
Description: 

• Near-term (Year 2007) = 6,800 tons/day 

• Inlerim (Year 2010) = 9,400 tons/day 

• Long-term (Year 2025) = 13,000 tons/day. 

The traffic study assumed that the near-term, interim and long-term tonnages induded 
all wasle entering the Landfill. However, the Draft EIR reveals that the tonnages 
assumed in the traffic study represent only the Project's MSW, excluding imported base 
material, greens, C&D, Class B biosolids, and other recyclables from the analysis. The 
Draft EIR indicates that the Project's Requested Daily Tonnage Limits are: 

• Near-term (6.800 tons/day MSW) = 9,000 tons/day 

• Interim (9,400 tons/day MSW) = 11,900 tons/day 

• Long-term (13.000 tons/day MSW) = 16,700 tons/day 

The traffic analysis for the Project is deficient in that it only indudes impact analysis for 
the trucks that would carry MSW. This flaw in the traffic study must be revised, the 
traffic study must be redone, and the Draft EIR must be re-circulated for review. 

Consideration of Excavation of Materials in Traffic Analysis 

Further, on Page 3-7, the Draft EIR states that the Project will result in the excavation of 
35-40 mcy of native materials in order to construct disposal cells, some of which will be 
exported. The traffic analysis in Section 4.4 of the Draft must adequately consider the 
traffic and circulation impacts of transporting this material off-site. 

Consideration of Recyclable Materials in Traffic Analysis 

On Page 3-20, the Draft EIR states that recyclable materials, waste auto oil and auto 
batteries, appliances, and electronics would be transported off-site. The traffic analysis 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E,, AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (continuBd) 

Response to Comment L4-67: 

See Table 3.2-4 in EIR Section 3,2,2,3, which demonstrates that the traffic study accounts for all traffic and 

circulation impacts of transporting exported material. 

Response to Comment L4-68; 

Table 3,2-4 in EIR Section 3.2,2.3 shows the vehicle trips for the various waste streams, including 

recyclables. Periodic removal of recyclable materials, waste automotive oil and batteries, appliances, and 

electronics are covered under the trips listed in column 16 of that table. 

L4-67 

L4-68 
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should also adequately consider any traffic impacts that will result from increased 
recyclables accepted at the Landfill as a result of the Project. 

Mitigation Measure - Daily Tonnage Limits Should Be Decreased 

The Draft EIR must recognize that the significant traffic impacts are not caused by the 
Project increasing the capacity of the Landfill. Rather, they are the result of not limiting 
the Landfill's daily operations to that which can be served by the surrounding 
transportation system. The Draft EIR should either be revised so that the daily tonnage 
limits proposed in the Project Description are minimized to an amount that would reduce 
traffic impacts lo a less than significant level or it must incorporate such reduction as 
mitigation measures for the Project's traffic, noise, and odor impacts. 

Insufficient Mitigation Measures - Transportation Demand Management Plan 

On Page 4.4-31, the Draft EIR assumes there are unavoidable, significant traffic 
impacts and identifies implementation of a Transportation Demand Management Plan 
(TDMP) as a means to reduce traffic impacts during peak hours. Mitigation Measure 
4.4.5d states that prior to first expansion (maximum of 1,250 tickets/3,040 average daily 
trips (ADT)), SLI will monitor and report the tickets as required by Mitigation Measure 
4.4.5b. However, if peak-period tickets exceed the levels set forth in Mitigation Measure 
4.4,5c more than 5% of the time in a given month, SLI must implement TDMP measures 
such as reducing deliveries by vendors during a.m. and/or p.m. peak periods. 

The Draft EIR further states that actions to reduce Landfill peak-period traffic include 
convening a meeting of the TDMP Committee to consider other possible traffic 
management measures. Examples of these measures include a provision encouraging 
the incorporation of price incentives in all franchise agreement with haulers of solid 
waste that may use the Landfill, a provision encouraging off-peak trips, a provision 
requiring SLI to offer jn its own hauling agreements incentives designated to encourage 
off-peak trips, and a review of pricing structures at the Landfill that discourage peak 
hour trips. The analysis concludes that maintaining peak hour traffic at or below current 
allowed limits, as would occur if SL! effectively implements Mitigation Measure 4.4.5d, 
would "fully mitigate" all peak hour impacts to SR-52 but that impacts will continue to be 
considered significant and not fully mitigated because SLI cannot control when vehicles 
arrives at the Landfill. 

Mitigation measure 4.4.5d includes "convene meeting of the TDMP Committee to 
consider other possible traffic management issues. The consideration of traffic 
management issues by the TDMP Committee is not a valid mitigation measure. Rather, 
it is just a discussion of impacts. For this measure to adequately address traffic 
impacts, the TDMP Committee would need to consider other traffic management tools 
and have the authority to require their implementation. While the proposed TDMP 
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L4-69 

L4-70 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2006 (LETTER L4) icontinu<K]) 

Response to Comment L4-69; 

CEQA does not require that a Project be revised to eliminate all significant impacts, but rather that it 

disclose all significant impacts lhal may resull from the Project and all feasible miligation measures and a 

reasonable range of Projecl allernalives thai can reduce those impacts. II is then up to the decision-maker 

to balance the impacis wilh the benefils ol the Project and determine whether or not the Project should be 

approved. See Responses to Comments L4-4 and L4-5, which further explain why reducing daily tonnage 

is not a feasible mitigalion measure given the demonstrated regional need for Ihe proposed daily 

acceptance capacity, and why a reduced daily tonnage scenario is nol an alternative to the Project but 

rather a subset of the Project. 

Response (o Comment L4-70: 

MU 4,4,5d establishes the TDM Commiltee. The EIR recognizes that the TOM Commiltee may not be able 

lo fully reduce Ihe significant traffic impacts. The measure is a valid mitigation measure, because it has the 

potential to reduce traffic impacts. 

This comment recommends providing the TDM Commiltee with the power to require SLI to implement 

specific measures beyond those identified in the EIR lo further limil traffic during peak times if necessary to 

reduce future year significant and unmitigable traffic impacis to SR-52 and the southbound Mast Boulevard 

lo westbound SR-52 onramps. If the applicant had the ability to completely control trips to the landfill, a 

TOM measure could fully mitigate Iraffic impacts. However, the applicant does not have the ability to 

completely conlrol trips, ultimately all it can do is close the gate. The loaded vehicles would slill show up 

and leave or wait as described by the City of Santee, so there would be no reduction in traffic. However, if 

the gate were closed, the vehicles could decide to dump their loads illegally, wilh associated public health 

and other issues. 

In the past, Ihe Appiicani has successfully addressed the issue of trucks arriving early before the landfill 

opened and parking on nearby streets. It is anticipated they would continue to work cooperatively with 

Santee and the City of San Diego. This would be another issue the TDM Committee could discuss. The 

TDM Plan approach required by MM 4.4.5d has the ability to avoid the impacts of ticketed trips trying to 

evade the TDM Pian, as described in this comment by the City of Santee, In fact, it is unforeseeable 

impacts such as those expressed by Santee that make il infeasible lo guarantee that the TDM Plan would 

be 100% effective, 

Santee's comment does not identify any specific physical Improvements that would reduce identified 

significant and unmitigable impacts, 

See also Response lo Comment L4-5. 
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(cont'd.) 

(Mitigation Measure 4.4.5d) could potentially reduce the Project's traffic impacts, the 
TDMP should not be relied upon alone to reduce the Project's traffic impacts. As 
acknowledged in the Draft EIR, there is no guarantee the measures will be effective. 

If a TDMP is to be successful, it should include specific implementation steps and 
include enforcement provisions should established trip reduction targets not be met. At 
a minimum, mitigalion measures should ba imposed on SLI requiring it to implement all 
necessary TDMP measures determined by the TDMP Committee that would reduce 
traffic impacts on SR-52 prior to any expansion of permitted daily tickets/trips, even if 
the traffic impacts will not be fully mitigated. 

The Draft EIR should also note that even if the TDM mitigation measure were effective 
to reduce peak hour tickets, the TDMP would likely result in creating traffic impacts on 
the surrounding local streets and SR-52 as trucks arrive at Sycamore Landfill but avoid 
entering the gates. The likelihood of these impacts is high given that the TDMP has a 
slated goal of minimizing ticket activity during the five peak weekday traffic hours (2 
a.m. peak hours, 3 p.m. peak hours). Truck drivers attempting to avoid these peak 
period gate arrivals would try to anticipate trip times for appropriate arrivals. Given the 
unpredictable nature of traffic in gridlock conditions, they will often still arrive within the 
peak traffic hours. A truly effective TDM program tracked by tickets would make it more 
desirable for the driver to wait nearby than to enter during the peak traffic period. This 
behavior would lead to further Impacts on the local street system and SR-52. These 
potential impacts should be addressed in the Draft EIR and mitigation identified, 
possibly funded through fee/penalties generated through the TDM program to fund 
traffic improvements/operations for Santee and Caltrans. 

The Draft EIR concludes that there are no feasible measures for avoiding significant 
traffic impacts if the TDMP program is unsuccessful. This conclusion incorrectly 
assumes that the traffic impacts are unavoidable. Even wilh implementation of TDMP 
measures, physical traffic improvemenls would most likely be necessary to reduce 
traffic impacts to a less than significant level. Again, the most feasible and 
environmentally superior approach to addressing the Project's traffic impacts is 
avoidance. The significant traffic impacts are not caused by the Project increasing the 
capacity of the Landfill. Rather, they are the result of not limiting the Landfill's daily 
operalion to that which can be served by the surrounding transportation system. A 
reduced operations project alternative or mitigation measure would reduce traffic 
impacts to a less lhan significant level and reduce air quaiity and odor impacts without 
impacting the capacity of the Project. 

Mitigation Measures - Physical Improvements to SR 52 

Miligation measures 4.4.2 and 4.4.5a (fair share payment for highway improvements) 
do not automatically mitigate the impacts for which they were developed. CEQA defines 
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(cont'd.) 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4.2008 (LETTER L4) icontmM 

Response to Comment L4-71: 

MM 4.4,2 provides for fair share contributions; MM 4,4.5a requires that the landfill not expand to 2,150 

tickets per day until completion of the Caltrans Managed Lanes Project is assured. The EIR text above MM 

4.4,2 (EIR Section 4.4.2,4 B) stales that, "unlil such a Project has been constructed and is opened, a 

significant Project-related cumulalive traffic impact would remain," As MM 4.4-5a indicales, the Project is 

proposed to be phased relative lo proposed or projected transportation facility improvements. 

L4-71 
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a "[feasible" mitigation measure as one that is "capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 
environmental, social, and technological factors." (Pub. Resources Code, § 21061.1; 
see also Guidelines, § 15364.) In short, "a commitment to pay fees without any 
evidence that mitigation will actually occur is inadequate." (City of Marina v. Board of 
Trustees of the California State University (2006) 39 Cal.4th 341, 365 [citations]. The 
impacts will be significant until the Caltrans improvements are completed. The Project's 
daily lonnage limits and permissible tickets should be phased to limit increases in 
Landfill operations until the freeway improvements are complete. 

Mitigation Measures -TDMP Committea 

The TDMP Committee referred to in Mitigation Measure 4.4.5d must adequately 
represent the interests of Santee, San Diego, Caltrans, Padre Dam Municipal Water 
District and SLI. The Draft EIR is vague as to what Santee's rale and authority would 
be on the TDMP Committee. A "unanimous" decision of the TDMP Committee should 
not be required before additional TDM measures can be implemented to reduce traffic 
on SR-52. At a minimum, the TDMP Committee must be given authority to impose 
miligation measures selected from the identified options by a majority vote. 

Mitigation Measures -Physical Improvements to Westbound SR 52 Ramp 

Mitigation Measure 4.4.5d also identifies potential improvements that would address the 
Project's impact to the westbound SR-52 ramp but does not include them as a 
mitigation measure because "Caltrans typically does not allow such measures in their 
facilities". The Draft EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring SLI to commit to 
working with Caltrans to widen the westbound SR-52 ramp to allow for free westbound 
right-turn movements or triple right-turn movements and to be responsible for these 
improvements should Caltrans determine that they would be appropriate at a later date. 

4.6. NOISE 

Methodology - CNEL/SENEL Analysis 

The methodology used to perform the analysis of the Project's noise impacts is flawed. 
As discussed on Pages 4.6-1, 8, 16, and 26 of the Draft EIR, the noise analysis uses 
the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) to measure the Project's noise impacts. 
CNEL is a 24-hour, time-weighted average, obtained after the addilion of five decibels 
(dB) (a logarithmic unit of sound energy intensity) to sound levels occurring between the 
hours of 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. and 10 dB to sound levels occurring between 10:00 
p.m, and 7:00 a.m. The CNEL calculates the total sound exposure, in decibels, at a 
given location and then divides the tolal by 24 hours to derive an average. However, an 

L471 
(cont'd.) 

L4-72 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E,, AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) («.niinu.d) 

Response to Comment L4-72: 

Santee would be an equal partner on the TDM Commiltee. The TDM Commiltee would have the authority 

lo impose reasonable mitigation, based on the naiure of the impacl and Ihe feasibility of the mitigation. See 

also Response to Commeni L4-70. 

Response to Comment L4-73: 

The Project does not have a significant impact to the SR-52 Wesibound on-ramp. The significant impact is 

to the intersection of westbound Mast Boulevard and the westbound SR-52 on-ramp. Mitigation for this 

impact could be a tree righl turn for wesibound traffic on Mast Boulevard or three right-tum-lanes. Because 

Caltrans does nol allow ihese improvements, this impact remains significanl and unmitigated. 

Response to Comment L4-74: 

See Response lo Comment L4-13, 

L4-73 

L4-74 
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EIR's use of the CNEL standard alone may mischaracterize the actual effect of a 
Project's noise impacts on nearby sensitive receptors such as Santee residents. 

As such, the Draft EIR's noise analysis is flawed because it fails to provide, in addition 
to the CNEL analysis, the most fundamental infonnation about the Project's noise 
impacts - specifically the number of additional truck trips that will occur as a result of the 
Project, the frequency of those trips, and their effect on sleep. (See Berkeley Jets, 91 
Cal.App.4th at p.1377.) An analysis o fa Project's impact on sleep is critical to enable 
nearby Santee residents to understand how the Project will affect their lives. (Ibid.) 
According to Berkeley Jets, "[t]he probability of being repeatedly awakened by multiple 
single-event sounds can be calculated, given sufficient data" (Id. at p. 1382.) Thus, the 
Draft EIR should include a Single Event Noise Exposure Level (SENEL) descriptor in 
addition to the CNEL. 

Noise Regulations 

The Project is proposing to rezone the Landfill site to an industrial zone from the current 
residential zone. As discussed on Page 4.6-2, this change allows the Landfill to operate 
at a higher arithmetic average of noise levels on the boundary of an industrial and 
residential zone instead of the current residential zone boundaries. The Draft EIR is 
using this rezone as the baseline for the measurements when analyzing the Project's 
impacts on Santee, with a 60dBA CNEL as the maximum permirted level. The current 
residential zoning of the Landfill and the adjacent residential properties within Santee 
would apply a noise level of 50 dBA, in which the Draft EIR should analyze the impacts 
on Santee residents. As such, the following statement on Page 4.6-7 is inaccurate: 
"The applicable limit for residential land uses for residential land uses from the 
transportation sources operating on public roads is 60 dBA CNEL." 

Mitigation Measures to Reduce Impacts on Sensitive Receptors 

On Page 4.6-2, the Draft EIR states that the nearest existing noise-sensitive receptors 
of the Project are single-family homes within Santee, approximately 240 feet southeast 
of the center of the Mast Boulevard/West Hills Parkway intersection. Impacts 4.6.1a 
through 4.6.Id are a result of the grading, landfill operations, and traffic. The noise 
impacis are mitigated to a level below significance by incorporating Mitigation Measures 
4.6.1a through 4.6. id and 4.6.2, which include constructing a 15-20 foot berm to 
mitigate sound impacts to sensitive receptors and prohibiting operations within 200 feet 
of the nearest residential parcel. 

In addition. Mitigation Measure 4.6,2 provides mitigation for future developments that 
would be impacled by noise (i.e. Castlerock). The measure states that SLI will be 
financially responsible for implementing any future mitigation that may result from future 
projects impacted by noise related to the activities within the Landfill. However, the 

L4-74 
(cont'd.) 

L4-75 

L4-76 

L4-77 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (coniinu.d) 

Response to Comment L4-75; 

The baseline noise analyzed was and is the existing ambient noise levels at the site, not the allowable 

levels under the proposed zone. As shown in column 1 of EIR Table 4.6-4, ambient noise levels at cross-

sections D, E and F, the ones closest to Santee, would have ambient noise levels of 41/41/35 dBA Leq, for 

daytime, evening and nighttime noise levels, respectively. Noise levels resulling from development and 

operation of the proposed landfill, al the landfill boundary at cross-sections D, E and F, with no mitigation, 

are shown in column 4 of Table 4,6-4, Those levels are projected to be 72.2, 76.1 and 67.1 dBA Leq, 

respectively. Finally, column 7 of the same table shows the noise levels al the site boundary at maximum 

operations with implementation of noise/visual barrier berms, as described in MM 4.6.0. The resultant 

noise levels at the three cross-sections would be 54,5, 56.8, and 54,0 dBA Leq respectively, which, 

although greater than the existing conditions, is within the allowable noise limits. The commenter is 

concerned aboul projected noise levels at Santee residential areas, which are located 4,600 feet. 4,000 

feel, and 4,000 feet respectively, from the cross-section locations used in the analysis. At those distances, 

the projected noise levels would diminish to 34.3. 41.8 and 22.5 dBA Leq, respectively (source, Gordon 

Bricken, 8/2/108), These levels are far lower lhan any applicable standards for nighttime noise levels in 

residenlial areas. Please refer to the discussion in Chapter 4.6 of Ihe EIR. 

Response to Comment L4-76; 

Comment noted. This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no 

response is necessary. 

Response to Comment L4-77: 

MM 4,6.2 provides for mitigation of potential traffic noise impacts for residentially zoned lands adjacent lo 

the existing and future landfill access road, MM 4,6.2 is included in the MMRP and would be enforced by 

the City of San Diego. The poiential impact has been recognized in the EIR, and a commitment by SLI is 

made therein to fully miligale Ihe potential impact if it occurs in the future. 
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Letter L4 

(cont'd.) 

mitigation measure should also identify what mechanisms or assurances will be in place 
in the future to ensure that SLI will mitigate these future Impacts. 

The Project should also incorporate mitigation measures to mitigate any significant 
noise impacts indicated from the SENEL analysis. For example, beeping alarms 
associated with trucks reversing on site might be heard during early morning hours, 
should the Landfill receive transfer trucks at 2 a.m. The Landfill design must include 
adequate turn-around for such trucks to minimize back-up occurrences. Also, trash-
moving equipment (such as dozers) should be equipped with flashing lights rather than 
the beep alarms, subject to OSHA compliance. 

Also, the impacts associated with the construction of the noise berms needs to be 
mitigated. On Page 4.6-18, the Draft EIR states that SLI will ensure that the berm 
construction will comply with San Diego's noise ordinance, but it does not identify any 
mitigation measures. Such mitigation measures are required before the impacts can be 
considered mitigated to a less than significant level. 

Truck Noise Impacts 

On Pages 4.6-20 and 4.6-26 of the Draft EIR, the noise analysis should indicate 
whether it has considered average daily trips from trucks delivering non-MSW and 
aggregate waste collected such as greens, C&D, and recyclables to the Landfill (See 
also Table 4.6-8). As with the traffic analysis in Section 4.5, the noise analysis should 
consider these impacts as well. In addition, the noise analysis should be reconsidered 
in order to accurately describe the impacts of increased vehicle trips on Santee streets. 

4.7. AIR QUALITY/ODOR 

Methodology - Failure to Adequately Consider Biosolids 

The Draft EIR's air emissions analysis conducted in 2004 assumed that the type and 
nature of the waste accepted at the landfill would not appreciably change over the life of 
the facility. This assumption and the subsequent analysis in the Draft EiR is flawed in 
that the Project would add biosolids and composting waste to the Landfill facilily 
resulting in a higher percentage of organic waste. Also, the technical appendix G 
indicates that the Project data input into the Landfill Gas Generation Model 
underestimated the waste stream and cumulative waste of the Project. Tbe appendix 
assumes a cumulative waste of 124.6 mcy with the Landfill closing in 2033, The Project 
proposes a cumulative waste of 157 mcy with the Landfill closure in 2028. The air 
emissions analysis should be recalculated using the correct Project data, and the Draft 
EIR must be re-circulated after the analysis is corrected. 

L4-77 
(cont'd.) 

L4-78 

L4-79 

L4-80 

L4-81 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) (continued) 

Response to Comment L4-78: 

The noise analysis, using CNEL, includes noise operating sources, such as truck alarms. The Project 

mitigates all significanl noise impacis indicated from the single event noise equivalent level (SENEL) 

analysis. Because such noise is included in the CNEL analysis, the City of San Diego does not use SENEL 

by itself as a measure of noise impact. 

OSHA does not allow use of flashing lights as a substitute for back-up alarms. 

Response to Comment L4-79: 

Compliance with existing laws and regulalions does not require additional miligation measures because it 

precludes an impact from occurring. 

The berm construction is governed by the City of San Diego's Noise Ordinance and the feasible miligalion 

measure (MM 4.3.4) imposed is discussed in EIR Chapter 4.3, page 4.3-29, 

Response to Comment L4-80: 

The noise analysis considered trips from all waste streams. See EIR Appendix E1, 

Response to Comment L4-81; 

The base air quality analysis was done for 40 mcy. The analysis assumed the Project would have a 

capacity of 178 mcy, which equals 124,6 tons (not cubic yards) Given thai the Project analysis assumes 

178 mcy and the request is for only 157 mcy, Ihe EIR's analysis was conservative. See aiso Responses to 

Comments L4-12, L4-37 and L2-7. 
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Gas Collection 

On Page 4,7-10, the Draft EIR states that 90% or more of the generated gas at the 
Landfill is collected and destroyed in a flare or transformed to electricity in an energy 
generation facilily (turbines). As noted on Page 4.7-13, "it is generally accepted by the 
USEPA that collection efficiencies of more lhan 75% are typical in operating landfills 
with gas collection and control systems". The Draft EIR should indicate the basis for the 
90% or more collection rate established for the Landfill, since it is significantly higher 
than the USEPA's standard. 

Air Quality Thresholds for PMzs. 

On Page 4,7-21, the Draft EIR states that on October 6, 2006's SCAQMD adopted 
regional PM2.5 significance thresholds for the purpose of analyzing regional PM2,5 air 
quality impacts in CEQA air quality analyses. The SCAQMD PMz.s regional significance 
threshold is based on the September 8, 2005 EPA proposal published in the Federal 
Register, "Proposed Rule to Implement the Fine Particle National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards", The rule proposed a significant emission rate for PM2.5 for the purpose of 
New Sources Review of 10 tons per year. Converting the annual rate, 10 tons, into a 
daily rate produces a daily emission rate of approximately 55 pounds per day. The 
Draft EIR concludes that because EPA's proposal had not been promulgated and 
because the threshold is based on stationary sources thresholds as opposed to regional 
emissions modeling, it was not required to analyze the Project under this threshold. 

However, on September 21 , 2006, EPA issued the strongest national air quality 
standards for particle pollution in the country's history that took effect on December 18, 
2006. EPA has substantially streghtened the primary 24-hour fine particle standard, 
lowering it from the current level of 65 micrograms per cubic meter (pg/m3) to 35 pg/m3. 
The air quality impact analysis with respect to PM2,5 should be revised in order to reflect 
this new standard, it is particularly important to use the most updated standard given 
the lengthy term of the Projed and the long-term air quality impacts to Santee residents. 

CO Hot Spots Evaluation 

On Page 4.7-29 of the Draft EIR, the vehicle emissions analysis selected the 
intersection of West Hills Parkway and Mast Boulevard as the Hot Spot to represent the 
worst case analysis. The on-ramp to westbound SR-52 adjacent to the Landfill would 
better represent a worst case scenario. This location will experience delays of up to 8 
minutes and a queue length of up to 7,850 feet, which would queue through the 
intersection of West Hills Parkway and Mast Boulevard (the resultant delays and Hot 
Spot impacts of this queuing through the intersection are not accounted for in the traffic 
analysis). 

L4-82 

L4-83 

L4-84 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P,E„ AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (cominued) 

Response to Comment L4-82: 

The 75% caplure efficiency value presented above is from the USEPA AP-42 regulatory reference for 

estimating landfill gas emissions from landfills. AP-42 notes that there is a range of potential emissions 

factors, as "gas colleclion systems are not 100 percent efficient in collecting landfill gas." The document, 

wrilten in 1998, states that "reported collection efficiencies typically range from 60 to 85 percent, with an 

average of 75 percent most commonly assumed." However, Ihe documeni goes on to note that "higher 

collection efficiencies may be achieved at some sile (i.e., those engineered to control gas emissions}." A 

study conducted by the Solid Waste Association of North America (SWANA) indicated that field-based 

measurements resulted in an average landfill gas collection efficiency of over 90%.1 The Projecl for the 

Sycamore Canyon Landfill would be wholly engineered to collect landfill gas. In addition, all new footprints 

of the landfill would be lined. As a result, it is reasonable, consistenl with AP-42 and the SWANA 

reference, to assume a 90% collection efficiency for the waste that would be landfilled as a result of the 

Proposed Master Plan Development. 

Response to Comment L4-83: 

Although inadvertently omitted from Table 4.7.3, the revised, lower 24-hour average NAAQS for PM;,s was 

used as the basis of comparison for Ihe modeled impacts. See the revised Table 4,7,3, on the following 

page, 

Response to Comment L4-S4: 

As discussed in Tables 4,7-9a and 4,7-9b of the EIR, the air quality analysis addressed the potential CO 

hotspot issue at the nearest intersection to the residenlial area located near Mast Bouievard and Wesl Hill 

Parkway, and found that CO emission levels would not be significant at sensors 50 feet from that 

inlerseclion under peak landfill operating conditions [estimaled 2,600 tickets per day). That intersection is 

located within 200 feet of several homes, and is projected to carry 5,921 vehicles per hour during the a.m. 

peak hour. The next closest intersection, at Mast Boulevard and the westbound SR-52 ramps, is located 

800 feet from the residences and would carry 4,948 vehicles per hour during the a.m, peak hour. Since no 

significant impact was found at the intersection that is closer and has higher traffic, no significant impact is 

expected at intersections that are farther away and have less traffic. Further, with the turnover of older 

vehicles, introduction of cleaner fuels and implementation of control technology on industrial facilities, CO 

concentralions in the San Diego Air Qualily Management District (SDAPCD) Districl have steadily declined. 

Because the APCD has been in attainment of CO, there is no detailed analysis of CO in the APCD that can 

be used to qualitatively evaluate polenlial CO hot spots at this intersection. 

1 Solid Woste Associaiion af North Amer ica (SWANA). 2007. Londfill Gas Col lect ion Sysiem Efficiencies. 

Page 30 of 43 

000145 
Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Final EIR RTC-140 September 2008 



i I 'M: r-; { RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) ic0niinued) 

000146 

Response to Comment L4-84: (cont'd.) 

However, the analysts prepared for CO attainment in the South Coast Air Qualily Management District 

(SCAQMD) can be used to assist in evaluating Ihe potential for CO exceedances in the SDAPCD, CO 

altainment was thoroughly analyzed as pari of the SCAQMD 2003 and 1992 Air Quality Management Plans 

(AQMPs). As discussed in the 1992 CO AQMP, peak carbon monoxide concentrations in that basin are 

due to unusual meteorological and topographical conditions, and not due to the impacl of particular 

intersections. Even so, and even considering those unique meteorological conditions, due to the 

increasingly stringent CO emissions standards, CO modeling was performed as part ol SCAQMD's 2003 

AQMP at the (our busiest intersections in Los Angeles at the worst case time with the highest peak morning 

and afternoon Iraffic failed lo yield a violation of CO standards. These interseclions are; Long Beach Blvd. 

and Imperial Highway (Lynwood); Wilshire Blvd, and Veteran Ave. (Westwood); Sunset Blvd. and Highland 

Ave, (Hollywood); and La Cienega Blvd, and Century Blvd, (Inglewood). At buildout of the Project, none of 

Ihe intersections in the Project area would have peak hour traffic volumes that exceed Ihose at the 

intersections modeled in the SCAQMD AQMP. nor would there be any unique reason to believe that they 

would yield higher CO concentrations if modeled in detail. 
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Comment 
Letter L4 

(cont'd.) 

Carbon Monoxide Impacts 

The Executive Summary states that "a formal traffic study was conducted and 
demonstrated that with implementation of the proposed mitigation, there would be no 
significant impact to the level of sen/ice at any intersection or along any road segment 
due lo the projecl. Therefore, no significant carbon monoxide concentration impact 
would occur to localized sensitive receptors due to degraded traffic conditions." This is 
not a correct statement. There are significant unmitigated local traffic impacts. These 
impacts are only mitigated if the proposed TDMP is successful, and no enforcement 
mechanisms are included in the mitigation measure to provide assurance of its success. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure 4.7.1a requires SLI personnel to properly maintain engine-powered 
equipment per manufacturers' specifications and maintain logs demonstrating such 
maintenance has occurred. This measure is clearly insufficient in addressing air 
emissions impacts and merely represents good business practice for vehicle 
maintenance. A more appropriate mitigation measure would be for all Landfill 
equipment to meet or exceed the regulations currently under consideration by the 
California Air Resources Board for In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicles. 

In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.7.1h requires SLI to conduct quarterly monitoring of 
methane surface emissions to ensure there are no continued emissions greater than 
500 ppm. There is no discussion of activities that would be required if such monitoring 
results indicated that the emissions had exceeded 500 ppm. Why does tha measure 
use a standard of 500 ppm rather than the 200 ppm standard in the CARB Proposed 
Regulation Order (Version 1.0)? Why does the measure use a standard of quarterly 
monitoring rather than the monthly monitoring standard in the CARB Proposed 
Regulation Order (Version 1.0)? How does this monitoring program avoid health and 
safety impacts from migrating methane gas? The mitigation measure should include 
the Wellhead Requirements of the CARS Proposed Regulation Order (Version 1.0). 

Similarly, mitigation measure MM 4.7.l.i would require quarterly inspections of the 
Landfill cover to ensure the maximum amount of LFG is collected. There is no 
indication of how the determination would be made that tha maximum amount of LFG 
was being collected or what steps would be required if the maximum amount was not 
being collected. 

Lastly, the Executive Summary states that mitigation measuras for air emissions 
address visual impacts. There is no supporting documentation for this assessment. 

L4-85 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (cominuod) 

Response to Comment L4-e5; 

The Executive Summary has been corrected to reflect the EIR text in Section 4.7, 

Response to Comment L4-86: 

On July 26, 2007, the California Air Resources Board (ARB) approved a regulation to reduce emissions 

from existing off-road diesel vehicles used in California in construction, mining, and other industries, In 

general, Ihe regulation requires owners lo modernize their fleets by replacing engines with newer, cleaner 

ones (repowering), replacing vehicles with newer vehicles equipped with cleaner engines, retiring older 

vehicles, or by applying exhaust retrofits that capture and destroy pollutants before they are emitted into the 

atmosphere. The fleet at the Sycamore Landfill Proposed Master Plan would comply with this new 

regulalion, as required by law, wilh implementation of the Project. 

L4-86 

L4-87 

L4-88 

L4-89 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) 

(continued) 

Response to Comment L4-86: (conid.) 
Table 4.7-3 

Califomia Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards 

P o i i i r t a r u X ; ! : ^ . : : ^ " : ^ 

Ozone[Oi) 

Respirable Partlculale 

MaDef (PMw) 

Fine Partlculale Mailer 
(PMis) 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO;) 

Leadf 

Sulfur Dioxkte (SOj) 

V i s i b i l i t y Reduc ing 
Partides 

Sullales 

Hydrogen Sulfide 

Vinyi CWofideS 

Average Timet.i.' /gz- j 

I H o w 

8 Hour 

24 Hour 

Annual Arilhmelic Mean 

24 Hour 

Annual Arilhmelic Mean 

BHow 

IHour 

8 How [Uke Tafwe) 

Annual Arittunetic Mean 

IHoor 

30 Days Average 

Calerelar Quatter 

Annual AriBunetic Mean 

24 Hour 

3 Hour 

IHour 

BHour 

24 Hour 

IHout 

24 Hour 

CalHomiaStandardsWiv-.- ' fk. ' ' / ' ' -• ' ' • ' / : . : ' : " " : , 

Cwicenlrafidn. w '?i?p-

0.09 ppm (160 ug/m1) 

0.070 ppm (137 
ug/m1) 

SOug/rrP 

20u9/mJ 

Metfiod «.•-• X- :•-. ̂  i x z : l-v & 

Ultraviolet Photometry 

Gravimetric or Beta Attenuation 

No Separate Stale Standard 

12iigrm' 

9,0 ppm (10 mgln?) 

20 ppm {23 mg/m3) 

6 ppm (7 mg'm3) 

0,25 ppm (470 ug/m3) 

1.Sug/m* 

0.04 ppm (105 ug/m3) 

0J5ppm(6S5ug/m3 l 

Gravimelric or Beta ABenuaSon 

Non-d ispers ive In f rared 
Pholometry(NDIR) 

G a s P h a s e 
OiemJuminescence 

Atomic Absorption 

Ultra violel 

Ruorescence 

Exlinclion of coefficient of 0^3 per kilometer - visibility 
of ten mBes or more (0.07 - 30 mfles or more for Lake 
Tahoe) due lo partides when relative humidity is less 
than 70 percenl. Method: Bets Attenuation and 
Transmitlance through Filer Tape. 

25{ig!m ! 

0.03 ppm (42 ug/m3) 

0.01 ppm (26 ug/m3) 

Ion Chromatography 

Ullraviolel Fluorescence 

Gas Chromatography 

Federal Standards W , ' ] ' . ' • ' • ; ' ".":"". '•• . :f, ..--•"'-••'•••.'•'.:,": ' . - " i i f - f -

Ptirriary^}/ ; 

0.08 ppm (157 
ugf tn 3 ^ 

150 ug/m3 

35 ug/m3 

ISug/m^ 

9 ppm (10 mgAn1) 

35 ppm (40 mg/n>») 

0.053 ppm (100 
ug/m3) 

1.5 ug/m* 

0.030 ppm (BO ug/m3) 

0.14 ppm (365 ug/m3) 

Seconda/yji?:- Q 

Same as Primary 
Standard 

Same as Primary 

SlandanJ 

Same as Primary 
Standard 

None 

Same as Primary 
Standard 

Same as Primary 
Standard 

0.5 ppm (1300 
ug/m3} 

Metfibtffi ' yV. ' ^ r iS^Byx^ i l? . 

Ultraviolet Photometry 

Inertia! Separation and Gravimelic 
Analysts 

fnertial Separation and Gravimelic 
Analysis 

Non-dispersive Infrared Pholometry 
(NDIR) 

Gas Phase ChemJuminescence 

High Volume Sampler and Atomic 
Absorption 

Spectropholmelry 

(Pararosoaniline Melhod) 

No Federal Slandards 

1 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) 

(continued) 

R e s p o n s e t o C o m m e n t L4 -86 : {cont'd.) 

Notes: 

(1) California standards lor ozone, carbon monoxide (excepl Lake Tahoe), sulfur .dioxide (1 and 24 hour), nitrogen dioxide, suspended particulate mai ler-PMIO, PM2.5, and visibility reducing 
parlides, are values that are nol to be exceeded. All others are not lo be equaled or exceeded. Califomia ambient air quality slandards are listed in the Table of Standards in Seclion 70200 
of 11116 17 of the Califomia Code ol Regulalions. 

(2) National slandards (other than ozone, particulale matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arilhmelic mean) are not to be exceeded more lhan once a year. The ozone 
standard is attained uften Ihe fourth highest eighl hour concentralion in a year, averaged over ihree years, is equal to or less lhan the slandard. For PM10, the 24 hour standard is attained 
when the expected number ol days per calendar year with a 24 hour slandard concentration above 150 vglmZ is equal lo or less than one. For PM 2.5. the 24 hour standard is attained 
when 98 percenl ol Ihe daily concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard, Contad USEPA lor further dassificatian and current federal polides. 

(3) Concentralions expressed first in units in which ft was pronmlgaled. Equivalenl unils given in parenlheses are based upon a reference temperature of 25" C and a reference pressure of 760 
ton. Most measurements of air quality are lo be correcled to a reference temperature ol 25° C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in Ihis lable refers to ppm by volume, or 
micromoles ol pollulant per mole of gas. 

(4) Any equivalent procedure which can be shown to Ihe satisfaction of the ARB to give equivalent resulls al or near the level of Ihe air qualty standard may be used. 

(5) Nalional Primary Slandards: The levels of all quality necessary, wilh an adequate margin of safety lo protect the public heallh. 

(6) NalionaJ Secondary Slandards: The levels of air quality necessary to proled Ihe public welfare from any known or antidpated adverse effects o( a poUutant 

(7) Reference method as described by ihe USEPA. An "equhralenl method" of measurement may be used, bul musl have a 'consistent relatkifiship lo ifie reference method" and musl be 
approved by ttie USEPA. 

(8) The ARB has identilied lead and vinyl chloride as 'toxic air conlaminants' with no threshold level ol exposure (or adverse heal Hi effects determined. These aciions aBow lor the 
implementalions ol contrd measures al levels below Ihe ambient concentrations spedfied (or these poOulanB. 

Source: Califomia Air Resources Board (11/10/06) 



L'-iKC 15 i RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF'SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) (cenUnutd) 

Response to Comment L4-87; 

40 CFR 60.755 Subpart WWW, Standards of Performance for Municipal Solid Waste Landfills, requires 

landfill operators to monitor quarterly for concentrations in excess of 500 parts per million (ppm) of methane 

over Ihe landfill surface. This regulation is administered by the San Diego Air Pollution Conlrol District 

under its Rule 59.1. If levels of methane in excess of 500 ppm are delected, the appiicant assures that 

adequate cover thickness is applied in the area detected and repairs cracks, fissures and settling to reduce 

surface emissions or adjusts the vacuum of the adjacent wells to increase the gas collection in the vicinity 

ol each exceedance. The location is re-monilored wiihin 10 calendar days of delecting the exceedance 

and results are sent to the SDAPCD. 

The 200 ppm referenced by the commenter appears to be referring lo a drafl regulation found at: 

www.arb,ca.qov/cc/landfills/meetinqs/03240e/draflreQorder03-24-08.Ddf (dated March 20, 2008). 

The website states, "Draft Proposed Regulalion Order - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Cite or 

Quote", This regulation is at the preliminary stages, and the California Air Resources Board (ARB) is 

expecting comments and working with stakeholders. If more stringent ARB regulations go into effect, 

Sycamore Landfill will be required to comply, but until such a time, it is speculative to conduct CEQA 

analysis based on the higher standard. 

Response to Comment L4-e8: 

Meihods to ensure that the maximum methane is collected are described in the implementing regulations to 

the New Source Performance Standards for Landfills, Subpart WWW, as desciibed in the EIR. 

Response to Comment L4-B9: 

Page ES-45 of the EIR has been corrected. 
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Odor Significance Thresholds 

San Diego's policy is that "(fjor projects proposing placement of sensitive receptors near 
a source of odors where there is currently no nearby existing receptors, the 
determination of significance should be based on the distance and frequency at which 
odor complaints from the public have occurred in the vicinity of a similar odor source at 
another location." On Page 4.7-39, the Draft EIR notes that "[i]n 39 of the 40 months 
from September 2003 through January 2007, a total of 41 odor complaints were filed, 
an average of approximately one complaint per month, and an approximately 92 
percent decrease from complaint levels in 2001 [SDAPCD and BRG Consulting, Inc, 
2007]. However, the occurrence of odor issues with residents of Santee has not been 
completely eliminated." Clearly, the on-going complaints are a further determinant of 
the significance of odor impacts, even under the current baseline. These complaints will 
significantly increase given the major increase in daily tonnage limits and waste 
capacity that the Project proposes. 

Odor Impacts from Greens Processing 

Odors resulting from greens processing are of particular concern to Santee because 
these have been the primary contributors to odor complaints from Santee residents 
living downwind from the Landfill. Complaints have been reduced after an Odor 
Management Plan (created in 2001} was implemented at the Landfill and the greens 
processing operation was moved further from downwind residences. The Draft EIR 
contains mitigation measures 4.7.3a through 4.7.3h, which includes updating the current 
Odor Management Plan. However the mitigation measures do not include the 
continued implementation of the Odor Management Plan. The Project should 
incorporate the existing Odor Management Plan (as discussed on Page 4.7-13), 
including the elimination of ground green materiai storage to avoid stockpiling. Under 
CEQA, "(mjitigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, 
agreements, or other legally binding instruments." (Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(2).) 
Further, the Project should incorporate a mitigation measure limiting the location ofthe 
greens processing operation to the westerly areas of the Landfill, as opposed to oniy a 
verbal commitment made by SLI. Without an enforceable mitigation measure, the 
impacts could remain unmitigated, even though a feasible mitigation measure exists. 

Odors Impacts f rom Composting 

On Page 3-7 and 3-30, the Project Description includes composting as a potential future 
activity contingent upon further review to determine if additional CEQA analyses and 
permits are required. Even if the Draft EIR is intended to function as a program EIR for 
future composting operalions. it should still adequately examine the impacts of 
composting activities. "A program EtR will be most helpful in dealing with subsequent 
activities If it deals wilh the effects of the program as specifically and comprehensively 
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L4-90 

L4-91 

L4-92 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (coniinu.d) 

Response to Comment L4-90: 

As stated in the EIR, page 4.7-46, "Although implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.7.3a through 47,3f 

would substantially reduce the chance of green material and compost operations causing a nuisance, Ihe 

potenliai for fulure odor incidents cannot be completely eliminated. Therefore, the impacts associated with 

the handling of green material and compost must be considered significant and unmitigable." 

Response to Comment L4-91; 

The current Odor Management Plan remains in force at the facility as a part of its Solid Waste Facility 

Permit; it has not been superseded. In addilion, under MM 4.7.3g, Ihe Plan would be annually updaled as 

needed in Ihe future lo deal with changing conditions or procedures. II is anticipated that all of the 

proposed miligalion measures would be made legally enforceable conditions of approval by Ihe City of San 

Diego. The regular reporting of odor complaints by SLI to the City of Santee, as contained in MM 4.7.3h, 

would result in ongoing City of Santee oversight, and would help to ensure Ihat odor problems, once 

idenlified, are addressed and minimized by SLI, 

Section 6,2,4 of Appendix G (Odor Assessmeni) discusses the principles of odor minimization at 

Composting Operations. The applicable elements of these principles would be incorporated into future 

odor impacl management plans to minimize odor impacts from both the green material processing 

operalions and future composling facilily activities, if any are proposed and approved. 

Response to Comment L4-92: 

See Response to Comment L4-35, 
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Comment 
Letter L4 

(cont'd.) 

as possible. " (Guideiines, § 15168, subd. {c)(5).) A program EIR can "[pjrovide on 
occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives than would be 
practical in an EIR on an individuaf action." (Guidelines, § 15168, subd. (b)(1).) 

Defeating the purpose of programmatic review under CEQA, the Draft EIR conducts no 
analysis of air quality or odor impacts from future composting activities, which wouid 
clearly be the most critical areas of potential impacts. The discussion of future 
composting should be deleted from the Project Description and a mitigation measure 
should be identified that composting activities would be prohibited and greens 
processing would be limited to that quantity needed for daily cover use at the Landfill. 

Odor Impacts from Hydrogen Sulfide 

Table 4,7-11 shows San Diego's Odor Recognition Threshold for Hydrogen Sulfide at 
.001 ppm with an Odor Complaint Threshold of .005 ppm. This threshold comes from 
San Diego's table as noted in Table 4.7-1 Ts footnotes. All ofthe values in table 4.7-11 
are American Industrial Hygiene Association ("AIHA") values, except for Hydrogen 
Sulfide for which the author chose to use the CHRIS value. The AIHA value for 
Hydrogen Sulfide would be ,00007 ppm with an Odor Complaint Threshold of .00035 
ppm. The Project maximum odor concentration of Hydrogen Sulfide is .0043605. It is 
inconsistent with CEQA to select a different standard for the one pollutant that would 
have a significant impact if the AIHA standard was used, while using the AIHA 
standards for all other pollutants. 

Odor Impacts from Biosolids 

As noted in Section 2.3,1,1 of the Draft EIR, the Landfill is authorized under its existing 
SWFP to accept dewaiered sewage sludge (biosolids), but to date biosolids have not 
been accepted. Under the Master Plan, the Landfill is "considering'' accepting biosolids 
and combining them with ground-up greens to create an ADC acceptable to the LEA, 
which has been implemented at Otay Landfill for more than two years. Indeed, in 
October 2004, SLI and San Diego entered a First Amendment to the Facility Franchise 
Agreement extending SLI's rights for a five-year period to collect, transport, and dispose 
of approximately 130,000 Tons of biosolids generated from the Metro Wastewater Plant 
each year to the Landfill or the South Bay Landfill. 

The Draft EIR relies on the minimal odor complaint history at the Otay Landfill from 
SDACPD to conclude that the ongoing combination of biosolids and ground greens has 
not been a significant source of odors at the Otay Landfill and thus would not result in a 
significant odor impact if implemented at the Landfill. There is insufficient data to 
support this conclusion because, as the Draft EIR recognizes, odor complaints are 
generally received during calm wind conditions when there are no winds to disperse the 
odors. The Draft EIR mentions the frequency of calm wind conditions at the Otay 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P,E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (oniinued) 

Response to Comment L4-93; 

The comment is incorrect. The 0.001 value for odor detection for hydrogen sulfide in Column 7 of Table 

4,7-11 is, like the other values, from the AIHA source (see Cily of San Diego Significance Deiermination 

Thresholds, Table A-4). Thus, the AIHA standard was used for all pollutants. 

Response to Comment L4-94: 

The landfill Is permitted to accept biosolids and has accepted them in the past, Page 3-32 of the Final EIR 

has been revised to reflect this fact. The commeni misinterprets the conclusions of the EIR, Allhough the 

EIR provides evidence that, based on real-life experience at the Otay Landfill, odor would not be significant, 

the EIR nonetheless concludes that odor impacis are potentially significant and unmiligated, due to the 

difference in meteorological conditions between the two sites. 

L4-93 

L4-94 
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Letter L4 

(cont'd.) 

Landfill and the Miramar Landfill, but it does not address the frequency of calm wind 
conditions at the Landfill. The discussion concludes that "[djespite indications that 
biosolids/ground-up greens ADC likely would not result in substantial odor complaints, 
the meteorological conditions at the landfill are different froni at Otay Landfill, and the 
absence of potential future ADC odors at Sycamore cannot be demonstrated," 

This analysis is inadequale as there is no explanation for why comparison between 
odors at the Otay Landfill and the Landfill constitutes a sufficient methodology for 
measuring odors from biosolids and establishing significance thresholds, The Draft EIR 
shouid find an impact from biosolids odor and mitigation measures should be 
incorporated into the Project, Otherwise, the Project Description should be clear that 
biosolids are not included as part of the Project and will not be permitted. 

Mitigation Measures Incorporated into Construction Plans 

The mitigation measures for air quality and objectionable odors impacts are tied to 
constmction permits through notes on grading plans. However, odor impacts will occur 
mainly from on-going Landfill operations. Therefore, the notes should be converted into 
mitigation measures imposed on the Project, both during construction and future 
operations. 

Odor [mpacts from Municipal Solid Waste 

The EIR discusses potential odor impacts associated with general disposal of MSW at 
the Landfill and identifies two measures for addressing these impacts: rapidly burying 
highly odorous loads of MSW and minimizing the MSW working face. However, these 
activities are not included as mitigation measures. Quantifiable operating parameters 
for these activities should be established and included as mitigation measures. 

4.10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Pump Station 

The proposed Finai Grading Plan (Figure 3-5) shows a "Proposed Pump Station for Off-
Site Drainage" but this feature is not identified within the Project Description in Chapter 
3. This should be included in the Project Description and its impacts should be studied. 

Drainage System 

The Draft EIR should provide complete details on the. drainage facilities needed to 
convey the storm water away from the landfill. On Pages 4.10-22 and 4.10-23, the 
storm water run-off drainage system is partially described but locations of the drainage 
system as well as the location of the design are not described. The Draft EIR should 

Page 34 of 43 

L4-94 
(cont'd.) 
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L4-96 
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L4-98 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (cominued) 

Response to Comment L4-95: 

The comment is incorrect. The odor miligation measures, which are detailed in the MMRP, are timed to 

operations, not grading. See pp. 1.3-48 - 1.3-51 of the EIR. The requirement to comply with and to 

implement the listed mitigation measures would be required by the San Oiego Cily Council as part of any 

dedsion to approve Ihe Projecl. 

Response to Comment L4-96; 

The standard operating procedures for the landfill, which also are defined in the Sycamore Landfill's Odor 

Management Plan, address these issues. The compliance with the Odor Management Plan is miligalion 

measure MM4.7,3g. 

Response to Comment L4-97: 

The Pump Station, which consists of three pumps, is required for the Project because a small watershed on 

MCAS Miramar property would contribute run-off to the landfill site following local precipitation. The Pump 

Station is located within an area previously permitted for disturbance under the Staged Development Plan, 

by PDP/SDP 40-0765, The Pump Station is part of the drainage system meniioned in page 3-35 of the 

EIR, shown in Figures 3-4 and 3-5, and addressed in the Hydrology chapter of the EIR (Ch. 4.10), and in 

detail in EIR Appendix P. No additional impacts beyond those addressed in MND 40-0765 would occur as 

a result of the Pump Station, All areas disturbed by the Pump Station and basin are located within lands 

owned by SLI, No impacts would occur to adjacent lands of MCAS Miramar, As shown in Appendix P, the 

Pump Station and basin are designed, by regulation, to deal with the 100-year storm in this vicinity. The 

maximum water level of the pond formed under that condition is 705 AMSL. This would keep the pond 

within SLI lands. The pumps at the Pump Station would pump the water from the pond to the access road 

and drainage channels on the landfill as it accumulates in the pond, from where it would flow to the Project 

detention basins south of the landfill, it is part of the surface water managemenl structures listed on page 

3-7. On page 3-19 of the EIR, the pump station is further described. 

Response to Comment L4-98: 

The drainage system is described on p. 3-19 and the location is shown on Figures 3-4 and 3-5, For more 

detail, Appendix P of the EIR tilled "Landfill and Ancillary Facilities Drainage Analysis" contains detailed 

designs and calculations for storm water drainage facilities proposed by the Project. Surface water quality 

impacts are reviewed in the EIR in seclion 4,10.2,2 B, tilled "Surface Water Quality Impacts," found on 

pages 4.10-16 through 4,10-20, 
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Letter L4 

(cont'd.) 

provide specific details as lo the location of the drainage system, and studied its 
impacts on water quality. 

Hydromodification 

On page 4.10-8, the discussion of surface water quantity does not fully address 
hydromodification. The discussion should indicate whether the post-Project mnoff 
duration will exceed that ofthe pre-Project environmental setting. Hydromodification is 
a required element of new constmction projects and is a feasible mitigation measure to 
address water quality and erosion. 

Groundwater Quality 

On Page 4.10-25, the Draft EIR indicates that there will be no impact on ground water 
qualily or recharge for wells in the vicinity of the Project. The Draft EIR should indicate 
whether the Padre Dam and Fanita Ranch wells are considered in this groundwater 
analysis, and what impacts, if any, may occur to tha groundwater extracted from those 
wells. 

Waste Discharge Requirements 

On .Page 3-38, the Draft EIR states that the Landfill must receive revised Waste 
Discharge Requirements (WDRs) and approval from the RWQCB of construction plans 
prior to constmction of the Project. The WDRs include conditions related to design, 
constmction, and operation of the Landfill, as well as detailed specifications for the 
groundwater and surface water monitoring program. This should be incorporated as a 
mitigation measure. 

Industrial Activities General Storm Water Permit / SWPPP 

On Page 3-40, the Draft EIR states that the Landfill will continue to be covered by the 
General Permit for Industrial Storm Water by continuing under the current NOI or under 
a revised NOI for the new Landfill facilities as required by the SWRCB. SLI will be 
required to file a NOI to be covered by the reissued Genera! Permit once it is adopted. 
This should be incorporated as a mitigation measure. 

San Diego County Municipal Storm Water Permit 

SLI will also have to obtain a City of San Diego stormwater permit under Section 
43.0304 of the San Diego Municipal Code for constmction of the new maintenance 
facility, scale facilities, administration/operations facility and associated improvements. 
The Draft EIR should discuss whether the Project complies wilh the San Diego County 

L4-98 
(cont'd.) 
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L4-99 

L4-100 

L4-101 

L4-102 

L4-103 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2003 (LETTER L4) (ccnii,-,u.d) 

Response to Comment L4-99: 

The post-Project run-olf does not exceed the pre-Projecl run-off, as discussed in the EIR in Section 

4.10,2,2 A. Surface Water Quantity Impacts, There, the EIR states in part, "The proposed master plan 

development would have a lotal estimated discharge rate of 869 (565 + 304) cfs, at Ihe SR-52 culvert 

downstream from the sedimentation basins. This storm water run-oft rale does not exceed Ihe 1,163 cfs of 

peak storm water that currently flows from the site to the S-52 culvert as result of the 100-year, 24-hour 

storm event." An extensive detailed analysis of the (actors making up hydromodification can be found in 

Appendix P of the EIR and Is in large pari tha reason for installalion of sedimentation basins to limit run-off 

volume and control run-off water qualily. 

Response to Comment L4-100: 

As stated on page 4.10-4, seclion 4.10.1.2 of the EIR, Iwo water wells were identified within one mile of the 

Sycamore Landfill. Both of these wells were located upgradient of the Sycamore Landfill, however, and 

therefore would not be affected by the laciiity. As part of the process of preparing the EIR, Padre Dam was 

contacted concerning its wells, and those were included in the EIR's analysis. Fanita Ranch is localed 

upgradient of the Project; therefore, its groundwater would nol be affected by the Projecl. 

Response to Comment L4-101: 

Waste discharge requirements and RWQCB approval already are existing regulaiory requirements, with 

which the facility must comply by law today. Adding it as a mitigation measure would be superfluous. 

Response to Comment L4-102: 

The City of San Diego Stormwater Permit is an existing regulatory requirement and one with which the 

facility must comply by law today. Adding it as a mitigation measure would be superfluous. 

Response to Comment L4-103: 

As the commenter states, the developmeni of the ancillary facilities - the new maintenance facility, scale 

facilities, administration/operations facility and associated improvements - is subject to the City 

Stormwater requirements. The City of San Diego in turn is a co-permittee ol the "CALIFORNIA REGIONAL 

WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD SAN DIEGO REGION ORDER NO, R9-2007-0001 NPDES NO. 

CAS0108758 WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR DISCHARGES OF URBAN RUN-OFF FROM 

THE MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEMS (MS4s} DRAINING THE WATERSHEDS OF 

THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, THE INCORPORATED CITIES OF SAN DIEGO COUNTY, THE SAN 

DIEGO UNIFIED PORT DISTRICT, AND THE SAN DIEGO COUNTY REGIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY" 

adopted January 24, 2007 by the RWQCB. As a resull of this RWQCB order, the City of San Diego 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) (conim^d) 

Response to Comment L4-103: (cont'd.) 

adopled its Urban Run-olf Managemenl Program (SDURMP). As such, under Ihis program the 

construclion of the ancillary facilities of the Project would be considered a "Priority Development Project' 

and would be required to implement Low Impact Development BMPs which woutd collectively minimize 

directly connected impervious areas and promote infiltration. The development of these ancillary faciliiies 

would be subject to use of low impact development BMPs which are the Cily equivalent of the measures 

found in the County LID Handbook, These are found in Ihe City's Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation 

Plan (SUSMP) and Land Developmeni Manual. The specific LID measures to be used would be a part ol 

the storm water permitling for this facility. 
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Municipal Storm Water Permit (SDCMSWP) (R9-2007-2001) requirements. Under the 
SDCMSWP, the Project would be considered a "High Priority" project because the 
project lies within 200 feet of an Environmentally Sensitive Area. High Priority projects 
are required to implement Low Impact Development (LID), Site Design BMPs, Source 
Control BMPs, and Treatment Control BMPs. The Draft EIR does not identify any LID 
measures that will be implemented as part of the Project. In addition, the Draft EIR 
does not discuss whether the Project complies with the County of San Diego Low 
Impact Development Handbook. These issues should be addressed. 

5.0. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

5.2, Cumulative Projects 

tn assessing the Project's air quality cumulative impacts, the Draft EIR should include a 
discussion of other proposed landfill projects in the County such as the Miramar Landfill 
increase, the Gregory Canyon Landfill, and the Campo Band of Kumeyaay Indians 
Landfill, given the significant air emissions produced by landfills. 

In addition, if the transmission line portion of the Project would facilitate the ENPEX 
project, the Draft EIR shouid discuss the Project's cumulative impacts in relation to the 
proposed ENPEX project located on MCAS Miramar land. In any event, the cumulative 
impacts analysis should discuss whether the ENPEX project should be included as a 
cumulative project. 

5.3.6, Noise 

On Page 5-13, the Draft EIR concludes that no projects will be under construction 
during the constmction of the ancillary facilities for the Landfill. The Draft EIR fails to 
explain the basis for its conclusion that the Castlerock project, located southeast of the 
Landfill within San Diego, will not be under construction at the same time as the Landfill 
ancillary facilities, nor does it consider the Fanita Project. 

5.3.7, Air Quality 

Impact 5.4 states that odors resulting from the greens recycling operation will add to 
odors from other sources in the area. The Draft EIR should identify these other sources 
and their potential cumulative impact with the Project to adequately inform the public, 
agencies, and decision makers. The Draft EIR should propose feasible mitigation 
measures to address their cumulalive impacts. 

5.3.7.1, Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions / Global Climate Change (GCC) 

The Draft EIR fails to adequately assess the Project's potential direct and cumulative 
impacts on GCC. State law (SB 97} is dear that GCC must be analyzed under CEQA, 
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L4-104 

L4-105 

L4-106 

L4-107 

L4-108 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E, AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (continued) 

Response to Comment L4-104: 

Significant cumulative air quality effects were identified by comparing Project-related emissions to 

screening level thresholds adopted by SDAPCD and South Coast Air Quality Management District 

(SCAQMD) (EIR Tables 4,7-2a, 4.7-5b, and 4.7-6 on pages 4,7-22 and 4,7023,) This methodology Is 

independent of other Projects in the County, Therefore, there is no need to include a discussion of the 

other landfills or Projects in the County. 

Response to Comment L4-105: 

The transmission line relocation has no relationship lo the proposed ENPEX Project, See Response to 

Comment L4-43, 

Response to Comment L4-106; 

Construclion noise is governed by the City's noise ordinances, which allows noise up to 75 dBA from 7 a.m. 

to 7 p.m., Monday through Saturday, irrespective of what olher construction is ongoing in the area. 

Moreover, the noise to be generated by the ancillary facility construction would not feasibly be loud enough 

to combine with noise from construction thousands of leet away in a manner that would create a significant 

impacl, 

Response to Comment L4-107: 

Potential sources of odor in the Project viciniiy, in addition to the Sycamore Landfill, include the equestrian 

area in Mission Trails Regional Park just south of SR-52, the sewer pump station near the intersection of 

SR-125 and SR-52. and the sewage treaiment facilities associated with the Santee Lakes. As stated 

previously in the EIR, page 4,7-47, 'No additional feasible mitigalion measures, beyond those that are 

already used at the landfill, are known that would mitigate potential odor issues associated with regular 

landfill operations to a level less than significant. Depending on atmospheric conditions, landfill operation 

odors may potentially be detected off-site, at times,2 There is no other miligation the landfill could 

implement that would reduce cumulalive odor impacts and this Project cannot mitigate for odors from other 

sources," 

Response to Comment L4-108: 

See Response to Comment L4-15. 

1 Appendix F4 provides o detailed, quantilalive evaluation ot GHG emissions from the baseline and 
Proposed Masier Plon. 11 olso discusses altainalives to landfilling, in general. In addilion. if discusses Ihe use 
ol the landfill gas as a renewoble energy source. 
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which would include a direct and cumulative impact analysis. An EIR must discuss 
cumulative impacts of a project when the project's incremental effect is cumulatively 
considerable. (Guidelines, § 15130.) "Cumulatively considerable" means the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects." (Guidelines, § 15065, subd. (a),) 

On Page 5-18, the Draft EIR acknowledges that "[mjunicipal solid waste landfills are 
recognized as a substantial sources of GHGs, as decomposting waste emits both 
carbon dioxide and melhane". Nevertheless, the Draft EIR does not even attempt to 
quantify the Project's GHG emissions, analyze the significance of their direct and 
cumulative impacts, or adopt feasible mitigation measures in violation of CEQA. 

The Draft EIR takes a creative, yet fatally flawed approach, by concluding that the 
Project will actually have a positive effect with respect to addressing GCC. On Page 5-
19, the Draft EIR reasons that "[bjecause sequestration of organic carbon 
material...particularly the organic material that is used as alternative daily cover, the 
GHG emissions from the Sycamore Landfill, on peak year basis, and during the 
expansion operaling period, are less than zero". This assertion lacks credibility. The 
Draft EIR acknowledges that waste decomposition is a major source of GHG emissions 
and then comes to the conclusion that the fourfold increase in landfill operations will 
result in less than zero GHG emissions. Thus, the Draft EIR seems to conclude that the 
answer to global warming Is to create more waste. 

The Draft EIR does not even attempt to quantify the Project's direct or cumulative 
contribution to GHGs. On Page 5-20, the Draft EIR reasons that CARB has not 
developed "de minimis" criteria establishing the level of GHG emissions that wouid be 
subject to emissions reduction measures and that the State has nof developed a 
"significance threshold" by which an agency can determine whether or not impacts from 
GHG emissions from a particular proposed project are significant. Based on this 
rationale, the analysis concluded that "the most conservative approach is to conclude 
that any incremental contribution to the emissions of GHGs is considered cumulatively 
significant in inducing climate change." And yet the Draft EIR proposes no new 
mitigation measures to address GHG. The Project will rely on San Diego's recycling 
efforts, compliance with Slate regulations, standard vehicle maintenance, and the on­
going power generation operation on-site. The Draft EIR reaches this less than zero 
GHG emissions conclusion because it fails fo compare the Project's emissions to the 
environmental setting. Rather, it compares the increment between the Project's impacts 
to a hypothetical future state of the No Project alternative. Recent studies have 
indicated that GHG emissions from the landfill are substantially higher than prior 
estimates. In other words, the Project's actual GHG emissions must be analyzed, as 

1 opposed to a plan to plan analysis. 

L4-108 
(cont'd,) 

Page 37 of 43 

©O015T 
Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Finol EiR RTC-152 September 2008 



Sycamore Landfill 
Project NO, 5617 
SCH;Np.20p3041057 
CityofSanfDtege' • 
April 4, 2008 

Comment 
Letter L4 

(cont'd.) 

The GCC analysis disregards the purpose of CEQA to adequately inform the public, 
decision makers, and interested agencies of the Project's impacts. The Draft EIR 
cannot simply take the "trash has to go somewhere" approach while dismissing the 
Project's impacts. The Project's environmental analysis must be site specific. The 
quantitative analysis of the generation of CO2 through power production and flaring of 
LFG needs to be included in the Draft EIR, i.e., avoidance of the burning of fossii fuels 
at some other power plant may be the basis of the finding, but it does not discount the 
need to provide appropriate CEQA review. CEQA requires analysis, disclosure, and 
mitigation of significant environmental impacts of a Project. The effects must be 
analyzed and disclosed if they are reasonably foreseeable. (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15144. 15145.) Indeed, the Attorney General has sent comment letters to over 
nineteen jurisdictions regarding their failure to consider and mitigate global warming 
impacts. 

Even if a project complies with established local, state, or federal GHG emissions 
standards or requirements, this does not, in and of itself, relieve a lead agency from 
analyzing whelher there is independent, substantial evidence that the project will have a 
significant impact under CEQA. Although local, state, or federal standards may not 
have definitively established thresholds for measuring a project's contribution to GHGs, 
CEQA does not define significant impacts simply in terms of whether a project would 
violate the law. (Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th at p.1380.) An ironclad definition of 
significant effect is not always possible because the significance of an activity may vary 
with the setting. (Ibid.) For example, an activity which may not be significant in an 
urban area may be significant in a rural area.'" (Id. at pp. 1380-81, citing Guidelines, § 
15064, subd. (b).) Thus, lead agencies must establish GHG thresholds in the absence 
of clear regulatory direction given that there is sound scientific basis for doing so, which 
the Draft EIR concedes (See Page 5-16)! 

Thus, the analysis of the Project's impacts on GCC should define GHGs emitted from 
the Project (i.e., carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide) and their sources. In fact, 
on Page 4.7-41, the air quality analysis (in discussing odors generated by the Landfill 
operations) states that individual compounds were measured from current emissions 
and were compared with the amount of landfill gas generated in order to determine the 
amount of released odorous compounds generated from the anaerobic processes at the 
Landfill. The analysis states that EPA's "LandGEM" Landfill Gas Generation Model was 
used to estimate the amount of LandfiU gas generated at standard conditions as a result 
ofthe Landfil! expansion. Details ofthe procedures and calculations used to determine 
the amount of emission are provided in Appendix D of the Odor Assessment. And yet, 
the Draft EIR fails to.explain why it could not take this emission data and quantify GHG 
emissions wiihin the context of global warming. The analysis needs to be redone with 
the correct cubic trash tonnages in the context of global warming impacts. 

L4-108 
(cont'd.) 
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Once the Project's GHGs emissions are established, the analysis should make a good 
faith effort to put forth as much information that exists regarding thresholds for 
comparison, rather than simply concluding the Project will have a significant impact. 
The Draft EIR should analyze whether the Project is consistent wilh proposed 
regulations to implement AB 32 as well as San Diego's Climate Action Plan. For 
example, it should discuss whether the Project is consistent with CARB's Draft 
Proposed Regulation Order for Methane Emissions from Municipal Solid Waste Landfills 
and whether the Landfill would be subject to the proposed gas collection and control 
system requirements in that order. The Draft EIR should also discuss whether the 
Project is consistent with the energy conservation measures found in Appendix F of the 
CEQA Guidelines. 

Once the Project's GHG emission impacts are established, feasible mitigation measures 
must be incorporated into the Project such as use of renewable energy sources (in 
addition to the cogeneration facility), energy conservation measures, planting 
vegetation, vehicle trip reduction, waste reduction/reclamation, and compliance with 
ARB and Climate Action Team GHG emission reduction strategies (See also the 
Attorney General List of mitigation measures at 
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW_mitigation_measures.pdf). 

The Landfill is one of only five landfills in the County that accepts MSW. The Project will 
resull in a significant expansion of its disposal capacity. To defer analysis and 
mitigation of GCC impacts to the future based on the premise that local, state, and 
federal regulatory bodies are in the process of establishing thresholds defeats CEQA 
and the stale and nationwide effort to drastically curb GHG emissions. 

L4-108 
(cont'd.) 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) (tonunuid) 

Response to Comment L4-109: 

In accordance wilh Sections 15126,2(a) and 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to public 

services are evaluated in light of whether the impact would result in a physical change in the environment 

(i.e., result in the need for a new police or fire station). Emergency response times, equipment and slaffing 

are areas of great concern to the City; however, they are not physical changes in the environment, and 

therefore, are not analyzed in this EIR. While not a CEQA issue, emergency service issues are induded as 

part of the permit findings that need lo be made for the associated development permits. Information 

regarding these service levels is provided so that the City Council can make their decisions about whether 

to approve or deny the project, with a full underslanding of the project's effect on these public sen/ices. 

7.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant 

Public Services 

A Public Sen/ices Section should be added to the Draft EIR (under Chapter 4 if the 
impacts could be considered significant) that considers the Project's impacts on Fire 
and Emergency Services, as further discussed above under Environmental Setting. 
San Diego must have the fire and emergency services capacity to serve the Project -
i.e., it cannot rely on Santee providing those services. The Draft EIR should adequately 
analyze the impacts of San Diego's ability to sen/ice the Project within the required 
initial response times (no more than six minutes for fire and eight minutes for paramedic 
sen/ices). If the response time from Station 34 to the Project site is estimated to be 8,3 
minutes and Station 34 does not have the ability to respond to a full first alarm 
assignment, then the Draft EIR should find that the Project will have a significant impact 
on Public Services. San Diego must either adopt feasible mitigation measures (such as 
a new service station or aid agreement with another jurisdiction) or overriding 

L4-109 

Page 39 of 43 

000159 

Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Final EIR RTC-154 September 2008 

http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW_mitigation_measures.pdf


Sycamore Landfill 
ProjectNO. 5617 
SCH NO.20p304lB5f ; 
Cityof San ; ,6iego r ' . 1 
April 4. 2008 

Comment 
Letter L4 

(cont'd,) 

considerations. Relying on the possibility of a "future" contract with Santee to provide 
fire services to the Landfill is insufficient. "Mitigation measures must be fully 
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding 
instruments." (Guidelines, § 15126,4, subd. {a)(2).). 

7.4, Energy 

The Draft EIR notes that because each cubic yard of excavated material can be 
replaced with up to four cubic yards of waste material, the Project is efficient relative to 
excavation energy use. This is Irrelevant to efficient energy usage. The Draft EIR 
needs to identify those measures that will be taken to ensure that the on-site excavation 
and disposal activities will be conducted in an energy efficient manner. 

7.6, Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials 

This Section should inciude a discussion of the health and safety impacts associated 
with litter blowing from the waste trucks along State Route 52 and entering and exiling 
the site. As discussed above, a detailed off-site litter control program should be 
developed and addressed within the Draft EIR in order to mitigate the Project's impact 
on Santee. 

8.0. ALTERNATIVES 

8.2, Alternatives Considered But Rejected 

"An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project bul would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the altematives. (Guidelines, § 
15126.6, subd. (a).) Further, an EIR "must consider a reasonable range of potentially 
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation". 
(Ibid.) "The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by the 'rule of reason' 
that requires the EIR to set forth onty those altematives necessary to permit a reasoned 
choice." (Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (f).) 

Accordingly, the Draft EIR should consider in detail a project alternative that reduces the 
footprint and the height of the Landfill expansion. Although this project alternative would 
decrease the in-County solid waste disposal capacity, in comparison to the Project, it 
would still fulfill a significant portion of San Diego's need for long term waste disposal In 
a centralized location. A reduced footprint and height alternative would lessen visual, 
noise, and biological impacts as well as long-term traffic and noise impacts. This 
Project altemative would attain the basic objectives of the Project while avoiding or 

L4-109 
(cont'd.) 

L4-110 

L4-111 

L4-112 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,2008 (LETTER L4) (continuid) 

Response to Comment L4-110: 

Excavation and disposal activity for the Projecl would be conducted in an efficient manner, to reduce fuel 

consumption and thereby cost. Equipment would be subject to regular preventative maintenance programs 

lo enhance performance and reduce fuel usage. 

Response to Comment L4'111: 

See Response to Comment L4-14 regarding litter. 

Response to Comment L4-112: 

The EIR contains a reasonable range of allernalives. The EIR does consider a reduced-footprint 

altemalive (EIR Seclion 8.4), and a reduced height alternative (EIR Section 8.7). Allhough the reduced 

height alternative would lessen visual impacts, it would not reduce the impact to below a level of 

significance The reduced Footprint altemalive would reduce potential biological impacts, but the biologicat 

impacis of the Project design can be mitigated to below a level of significance through other means. 

Potential noise impacis of the Projecl as designed would be mitigated below a level of significance through 

various mitigation measures, so such alternatives would have minimal effect on such impacts. Finally, 

reduction in landfill footprint or height would not reduce potential traffic impacts, unless other changes were 

incorporaled. Moreover, those alternatives would not fulfill as many of the Project objectives as woutd be 

mel by the preferred Project, nor would they meet the Project objectives as fully as they are met by the 

preferred Project. 
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substantially lessening many of the environmental effects that the Project considers 
significant and unmitigable. 

The alternatives analysis should also consider in detail a project alternative that reduces 
the daily tonnage limits from those proposed in the Project. Such a project would avoid 
or reduce significant, unmitigable traffic, odor and air quality impacts. This reduction in 
daily operations would not decrease the ultimate capacity of the Landfill and would have 
the additional benefit of increasing the lifespan of the Landfill. This longer lifespan 
would enable residents and businesses in surrounding communities to dispose of their 
municipal waste locally, reducing environmental impacts related to longer hauls of 
municipa) waste. The alternatives analysis should consider re-visiting the County's solid 
waste capacity needs once San Diego determines whether the Gregory Landfill will 
proceed. Based on the figures in the Executive Summary, the Landfill does not 
necessarily need to be expanded to the extent proposed in the Master Plan In orderto 
achieve the City's goal to extend the life of the County-wide landfill system. 
Nevertheless, the Draft EIR should also discuss in detail what the environmentaf, 
economic, regulatory, and other impacts of exporting solid waste to other jurisdictions 
woutd be to better inform the public, agencies, and decision makers on alternatives to 
the Project. 

Further, alternative project locations should be considered in an alternatives analysis if 
they would lessen the significant effects of the proposed project and the alternative 
locations are feasible. (Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (f)(2}.) Page ES-1 acknowledges 
that a new landfill is being proposed in North County known as Gregory Canyon Landfill. 
On Page SE 42 of the CiWMP's Countywide Siting Element, the Gregory Canyon 
Landfill is described as a "proposed new landfill". According to the Siting Element, the 
County LEA recently reviewed and certified the EIR for Gregory landfill but it "remains 
uncertain because of opposition to the facility by concerned municipalities." With the 
approval of the Project and Gregory Canyon Landfill, the County would have 
approximately 20 years of solid waste disposal capacity, 5 years more than is required 
by California laws and regulations according to the Draft EIR at Page ES-1. It appears 
that the approval of Gregory Canyon would allow for approximately four additional years 
of solid waste disposal capacily within the County. The alternatives analysis should 
discuss the specifics of the Gregory Canyon project in further detail and how it alleviates 
the need to expand the Landfill. 

The alternatives analysis should also consider the proposed increase in height to 
extend the service life of the Miramar Landfill and Campo Band of Kumeyaay Indians 
Landfill in assessing the need for the expansion of the Landfill. The Draft EIR needs to 
explain these proposals in detail and their likelihood of materializing. It should evaluate 
whelher these projects satisfy the project siting criteria in Chapter 5 of the CIWMP's 
Countywide Siting Element. The Draft EIR should also explain whether any other 
proposals for new or expanded facilities not currently appearing in the Siting Element 

L4-112 
(cont'd.) 

L4-113 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4,200B (LETTER L4) (cominued) 

Response to Comment L4-113: 

See Response lo Comment L4-5. In addition, the EIR was not required to analyze an alternative that 

exports waste out of the County because such an alternative would be speculative, have as great or 

greater impact than would the Project, and is not proposed by the applicant. 

Response to Comment L4-114; 

See Response to Comment L4-4. 

Response to Comment L4-115: 

See Response to Comment L4-5, 

L4-114 

L4-115 
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have been submitted to the County Department of Public Works for an amendment to 
the Siting Element and whether these potential projects could alleviate the need to 
expand the Landfill and daily tonnage increases to the extent proposed by the Project. 

8.8, Original Proposed Landfill Design 

This section discusses the originally proposed Landfill design, which would be 95' 
higher than the Master Plan. This altemative would have greater, significant landform 
alteration/visual quality, air quality, traffic, and noise impacts than the Master Plan. 
Because CEQA requires that "alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project" (Guidelines, § 15126.6, 
subd. (f)), it is inappropriate for the Draft EIR to include a project alternative with greater 
environmental impacts than the Master Plan. This section must be deleted. 

L4-115 
(cont'd.) 

L4-116 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (coniinu.d) 

Response to Comment L4-116: 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the localion of the Project, 

which would feasibly attain most of Ihe basic objeclives o( the Projecl, but would avoid or subslanlially 

lessen any of the significant effecls of Ihe Project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 

An EIR need nol consider every conceivable alternative to a Project, Ralher il must consider a reasonable 

range of potentially feasible alternatives that would foster informed decision-making and public 

participation. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of Project alternatives for examination 

and musl publicly disclose ils reasoning (or selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad mle governing 

the naiure or scope of Ihe alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason. See Citizens of 

Go/e(a Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553; see also Laurel Heights Improvement 

Association v. Regents ofthe University of Calilomia (19B8) 47 Cal.3d 376, 

RECIRCULATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

A lead agency must re-circulate an EIR when significant new information is added to the 
EiR after public notice is given of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review but 
before certification. (Guidelines, § 15088.5, subd. (a).) "Information" includes changes 
in the project description or environmental setting as well as additional data or other 
information. (Ibid.) The public must have a meaningful opportunity to comment on 
significant new information indicating that the project may have a substantial 
environmental impact or the existence of a meaningful mitigation, measure that the 
project proponent has declined to adopt. (Ibid.) Applied here, the Draft EIR's Project 
Description and Environmental Setting (i.e., environmental baseline); visual, traffic, 
noise, air quality, odor, and hydrology impact analysis; cumulative impact analysis 
(particularly global warming impacts); and alternatives analysis are fatally flawed, in 
addition, the Draft EIR fails to incorporate numerous feasible mitigation measures that 
would reduce significant Project impacts. Thus, the entire EIR prepared forthe Project 
must be re-circulated to comply with CEQA. 

CONCLUSION 

Santee urges the City to diligently consider all of the Project's potential environmental 
impacts discussed above, as well as any others raised during this comment period, to 
evaluate whether it should approve the Project. CEQA does not authorize an agency to 
proceed with a project that will have significant, unmitigated effects on the environment, 
based simply on a weighing of those effects against tha project's benefits, unless the 
measures necessary to mitigate those effects are truly infeasible. (City of Marina v. 
Board of Trustees ofthe California State University. 39 Cal.4lh at pp. 368-369; see also 
Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (a) and Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a).) 

L4-117 

L4-118 

The range of allernalives required in an EIR is governed by a "rule of reason" that requires the EIR to sel 

forth only those alternatives necessary lo permit a reasoned choice, The alternatives shall be limited to 

ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Project, Of those 

alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly 

attain most of the basic objectives of the Project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and 

discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public parlicipation and informed decision making. 

The comment tails to note that the impacts from a landfill that has increased capacity actually may be 

significantly less, region-wide, at least insofar as traffic, air quality and similar impacts are concemed. That 

is because by moving the taller landfill to the alternatives section al the request of the City of Santee, the 

reduction in capacily Ihat is a result of that agreement with Santee means that the centrally located 

Sycamore Landfill would not be able to contain as much wasle as It could have contained had it continued 

wilh the original Project, As a result, the City of San Oiego would have to site another landfill sooner than it 

otherwise would have to do. Moreover, it is difticult to find a localion lhal is as centrally located as 

Sycamore, and thus one can anticipate that the alternative actually reduces long-term traflic and air quality 

impacts by reducing the length of trips required of the trash trucks once the Sycamore Landfill in its 

reduced height design runs oul of capacity. For example, as explained in Seclion 8.8.4, the 1,145' AMSL 

Allemative would defer additional regional vehicle mileage, traffic and air quality Impacts associated with 

diversion of solid waste from the Sycamore sile lo another, more distant disposal site, for an additional (our 

years or more. This also is explained in Section 8,8.7 of the EIR, which discloses that, from regional 

perspective, wasle vehicle haul emissions would ba less than those generated by the Master Plan for the 

last four years of life of the Altemative. Also, the greater capacily ol this alternative would reduce the 
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Sycamore Landfill 
ProjectNO. 5617 
SCH NO.2003041057 
Cityof S$niDieg5t ?' » 
April 4, 2008-i V f -

Comment 
Letter L4 

(cont'd.) 

Santee plans to work with San Diego in analyzing and discussing mitigation measures 
and altematives to the Project that will meet San Diego's needs for solid waste disposal 
while protecting Santee's environment. Santee reserves the right to raise additional 
concerns as more information about the Project is released to the public. 

Santee has requested in writing that San Diego keep Santee Infonned on a continual 
basis regarding anything relatad to the environmental review of the Project. 

Sincerely, 

L4-118 
(cont'd,) 

GaryHafbiirtP.E., AICP 
Deputy Cijy Manager/Development Services Director 

Cc. Santee Cily Council 
Keith Till, City Manager 
Shawn Hagerty, City Attorney 
Melanie Kush, City Planner, AICP 
Josh McMurray, Associate Planner 
Minje Mei, Principal Traffic Engineer 
Elmer Heap, Deputy Chief Operating Officer 
Kelly Broughton, Cily of San Diego, Director of Development Services 
Rebecca LaFreniere, Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency 
Neil Mohr, San Diego Landfill Systems 
BRG Consulting, Inc., 304 Ivy Street, San Diego, CA 92101 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY 

HALBERT P,E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (cominued) 

Response to Comment L4-116: icomu) 

anticipated greenhouse gasses (GHGs) associated with finding and operating another landfill site within 

San Diego County after closure of the Project. 

Response to Comment L4-117; 

The comment does not point to any new information in the EIR that would constitute significant new 

information. There has been no information added to the EIR that would deprive Ihe public of a meaningful 

opportunity to comment on substantial adverse Project impacts or feasible miligation measures or 

alternatives not adopted. None of the intormalion added to the EIR is significant, nor does any of il show 

any new, substantial environmental impact resulling from Ihe Project or any mitigation measures. Similarly, 

none of the new informaiion shows any substantial increase in the severity of any environmental impact, 

nor does any of the new informaiion evidence a teasible altemalive or mitigation measure considerably 

different lhan lhal considered in Ihe EIR that dearly would lessen the environmenial impacts and that SLI 

has declined to adopt. See Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of Univ. of Cat. (Laurel Heights 

II) (1993) 6 Cal. 4* 1112; 14 Cal, Code Regs, § 15088.5(a) (recirculation is not required whenever any 

arguably significant inlormation is included in the EIR); Cadiz Land Co. v. Rail Cycle (2000) 83 Cal, App. A"1 

74, 97 (expert's challenge to the conclusions on a subject already evaluated in the EIR does not require 

recirculation); Marin Mun. Water Dist. v. KG Land Cal. Corp. (1991) 235 Cal. App. 3d 1652 (Changes that 

merely clarify, amplify, or make insignilicant modifications to the EIR do not trigger recirculation). 

Response to Comment L4-118: 

Comment noted. As required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15043 and 15093(a) the decision maker, in 

this case the San Diego City Council, must consider the EIR and should the decision maker certify the EIR 

and approve a Project with significant unmiligable impacts, findings and overriding considerations must be 

made (Section 15093). 
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Comment 
Letter L5 

Santee School District 

/ M b ^ ^ i i y i i n f . E. Shearer-Nguyen 
Environmentai Planner 
City of San Diego :-'•• !.V|i.r.ii';;''iii.'i' 
Development Services Center 
1222 Firsl Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego, CA92101 

Subject: Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen: 

The purpose of this lelter is to express the Santee School Districl's ("District") 
concems regarding the proposed expansion ofthe Sycamore Landfill. 

Although the Dislrict has not previously responded to the public nolice regarding 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("EIR"), and we realize that the statutory 
deadline has passed for the District to provide formal comment, this letter is 
offered in the spirit of communicating the District's concerns to the City of San 
Diego. We hope that the City will seriously consider the concerns expressed in 
this letter and expand the review of the environmental Impacts prior to the 
certification of the final EIR to Include the Santaa School Districl, its students, 
and the staff it serves. 

The City is obligated under CEQA to consider all of the environmental impacts to 
schools in close proximity of the proposed project. This has yet to be done, so 
the District respectfully requests the study be expanded in its review to include 
those impacts on the affected schools prior to the EIR being finalized. 

The Santee School District serves 6,130 students In grades K-S by operating 
nine school campuses and a district administrative office complex in the City of 
Santee, portions of the Cities of El Cajon and San Diego, and jn the 
unincorporated area of the County of San Diego. 

The District operates the following schools within close proximity lo fhe 
Sycamore Landfill: 

1. Carlton Oaks Elementary School, within .56 of a mile, 
2. Carlton Hills Elementary School, within 1.63 miles, 
3. Sycamore Canyon Elementary School, wiihin 1.71 miles. 

BOA IID OF EDUCATION - Dan Banliolomcw, Dustin Bums, Allen Carlisle. Diaiuie lil-Hnjj, Baibaia Ryan 
DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT • Lisbeth Johnson, Ed.D. 

9635 Cuyamaca Street • Saniee. California 9307l-2fi74 • (61<)J258-2300 

L5-1 

L5-2 

L5-3 

L5-4 

L5-5 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SANTEE SCHOOL DISTRICT, SIGNED BY 

LISBETH A. JOHNSON, Ed.D, DATED JULY 21, 2008 (LETTER L5) 

Responses to Comment L5-1: 

Commeni noted. 

Response to Comment L5-2: 

The EIR has considered all potentially significant impacis of Ihe project, including any impacts that would 

impact the Santee School District, its students or its slaff. 

Response to Comment L5-3: 

See Response to Comment L5-2,, 

Responses to Comment L5-4: 

Comment noted. 

Responses to Comment L5-5: 

I! appears that the distances listed for the three schools are based on the distance lo the landfill entrance, 

at Mast Blvd. and West Hills Parkway. Also relevant are the distances to the nearest edge of the landfill 

operations area, located approximately one miie north of the entrance. Applicable distances from each of 

the listed schools to the operations area are 1,3 miles/1,7 miles/1.1 miles, respectively. The impacts of the 

project to these schools was analyzed as part of the EIR, 
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E. Snea/er-Nguyan 
- . Cily of Ssn Diego 

5 Sycanftie La^dmi Mastej Plan DEIR 
m P^'e Two 4 . I * 4 

Comment 
Letter L5 

(cont'd.) 

Based upon the close proximity of the proposed project to some of our schools, 
il is the District's obligation to Its students, staff, and parents to raise the following 

• concerns regarding the apparent unmitigated impacis of the expansion of the 
Sycamore Landfill, Including: 

• Increased noise 
• Deterioration of air quality 
• Visual impacis 
• Increased presence of odors 
• Increased litter 
• Increased safety concerns In terms of all of the above 

It Is highly recommended that the City of San Diego work closely with the Santee 
School District, its staff and consultants to identify the significant potential health 
and safety impacts of this projecl on the District's schools, as well as, effeclive 
mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to below levels of significance. 

Sincerely, 

Lisbeth A. Johnson, Ed.D, • 
Superintendent 

LAJ:EH:ea 

L5-6 

L5-7 i 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SANTEE SCHOOL DISTRICT, SIGNED BY 

LISBETH A. JOHNSON, Ed.D, DATED JULY 21, 2008 (LETTER L5) (cortinuod) 

Response to Comment L5-6: 

Each topic listed by the commeni letter has been addressed in the EIR, and mitigation measures have 

been proposed for them all. Those mitigation measures are included as part of the MMRP, For example, 

the EIR includes a noise analysis in Section 4,6. It addressed potential noise impacts associated with 

landfill operations within the site, vehicular noise impacts to properties adjacent to the landfill access road, 

and potential vehicular noise related to residential areas near the landfill entrance. As a result of planned 

noise/visual barrier berms between landfill operations and the landfill site boundaries, noise levels at those 

boundaries would be 60 dBA Leq or less (Table 4,6-4}, Landfill operations noise levels al Santee 

residential areas located more than 4,000 feet (0.75 mile) from the sile boundaries were calculated to 

diminish to 22-42 dBA Leq, depending on the distance (Gordon Bricken, 8/21/08). Therefore, landfill 

operational noise at the school siles listed by Ihe commenter, located from 1.1 to 1.7 miles from the landfill 

operations area, would be far less, and far below any applicable criterion of significance. The same is true 

of projected noise from waste trucks turning into the landfill entrance. Noise levels from 57 trucks per hour 

bringing MSW to the landfill in the middle of the night would be 58.5 dBA CNEL at the nearest homes, 

located approximately 250 feet from Ihe landfill entrance [Table 4,6-8), This is below the 60 dBA CNEL 

criterion of signilicance for transportation noise used by the City of Saniee. At the distances of the schools, 

located 11,8 io 36.1 times as far, the noise levels would be undetectable, All potentially significant noise 

impacis have been fully mitigated. 

Air'Quaiity also was addressed in the EIR, in Section 4.7 and Section 5. Impacts to sensitive receptors, 

including Santee schools, were evaluated and mitigated to the extent feasible, likewise, visual Impacts 

were addressed, in Section 4.2 and Section 5 of the EIR. Given the nature of the facility, grading more 

than 2,000 cubic yards per acre is unavoidable and thus there is no feasible way in which lo mitigate for 

landform alternation impacts; as a result, the EIR considers the impacts to be significant and unmiligated. 

However, visual impacts of the Project would be reduced to the extent possible through the use of slopes 

and contours that are consistent with the nearby landforms, through the use of mulch on newly graded 

surfaces, through the use of native species of plants lo revegetate the graded areas, and through the use 

of berms to block outside views of landfill operations and machinery. Feasible mitigation for lessening 

Impacts to visual qualily on the Santee School District have been required as part of the project, including 

construction of a berm made solely of soil and rock on the eastern side of the landfill, to block views of the 

working face from Santee viewpoints. 
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Odors were addressed in Section 4,7,3 of the EIR, Based on analysis in that seclion, and information in 
[he Technical Appendix on odor, Appendix G, grinding of greens materials, then leaving Ihe mulch in a pile 
to decompose anaerobically (without air), resulled in odor complaints years ago when green wasle first 
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(iGfJlr ,.:. RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SANTEE SCHOOL DISTRICT, SIGNED BY 

LISBETH A. JOHNSON, Ed.D, DATED JULY 21, 2008 (LETTER L5) (cominued) 

Response to Comment L5-6: (cont'd.) 

applicant changed ils practices in order to minimize the odors, and, since the implementation of new 

procedures for handling mulch at the landfill in July 2003, complaints filed have diminished to an average of 

less than one per month. The landfill will continue to monitor odors, and implement best practices to avoid 

odor complaints, but, given the variability of weather conditions, it is expected that occasional odor 

episodes will occur. The Odor Management Plan would continue wilh approval of the project. 

As discussed in Response to Comment L4-14, the project would keep in place the current litter-

minimization procedures, including use of temporary litter fences placed along the rim of the top deck and 

the access road to intercept blowing debris during windy periods. Portable litter fences are used by SLI 

near the active working face. SLI is required to control litter around the facility and on-site by CIWMB 

regulation 27 CCR Section 20830 as described in Section 2.3.1.7 H - Litter Conlrol, These regulalions 

stale that the facility shall "prevent the accumulation, or off-site migration, of litter in quantities that creaie a 

nuisance or cause other problems, ' tn addilion, Section 5.3 (J) of the Facility Franchise Agreement 

requires Ihe landfill lo take measures to maintain roads and streets within a one (1) mile radius surrounding 

the landfill free from litter from the operations of the landfill, Control and collection of litter around the 

facility leads to capture of these materials before they can accumulate in significant quantities that could 

negatively impact surface water, off-site streets or other portions of the environment. The landfill currently 

employs laborers to collect on-sile and off-site litter, and hires additional temporary labor as necessary to 

collect litter on windy days. To discourage generation of off-site litter, the facility rejects any open loads 

that are not tarped, and provides a place at the active landfill disposal face for drivers to sweep out and 

clean Iheir vehicles prior to leaving the site lo minimize litter from recently emptied trucks. The landfill also 

minimizes the areas of exposed waste. These practices, and others described in EIR seclion 2.3.1,7, 

would continue with the expanded facility. The facility has not received a violation for litter since the landfill 

was purchased by SLI in 1997; therefore, the EIR concludes there would be no significant impact to streets 

in Santee, or olher ofl-sile streets or surface waters, from litter. 

Safety issues were addressed throughout, including as part of the traffic analysis, found in EIR Section 

4.4.4.2. No significanl safety issues were identified, Furthermore, the Project would result In traffic 

increases along Mast Boulevard and West Hills Parkway of less than one percent, compared with landfill 

operations under the existing permit. The only landfill-related traffic expected to use those roadways would 

be garbage trucks picking up MSW from residential areas and businesses in Santee, and the home-lo-work 

trips of landfill workers who are residents of Santee, Potential project health impacts are addressed in EIR 
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'.KK r̂S'S RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SANTEE SCHOOL DISTRICT, SIGNED BY 

LISBETH A. JOHNSON, Ed.D, DATED JULY 21,2008 (LETTER L5) Mtlnued) 

Response to Comment L5-6: (cont'd.) 

Section 4.7,2,2 A, Health Risk Assessment (summary), and in EIR Appendix F1 [in detail). The risks of 

Project-relaled cancer, acute or chronic hazard indices were found to be well below the significance criteria 

used in these analyses. 

Response to Comment LS-7: 

The EIR has disclosed all potentially significant impacts of the project, including any impacts to the Santee 

School District, and the project has been conditioned to implement all feasible mitigation measures. These 

measures will be implemented through the MMRP. 

000167 
Sycamore Londfill Master Plan Final EIR RTC-162 September 2008 



Comment 
Letter Q1 

From: RicAnthQnvfSaol.com [maiilo:RicAnthonv@aol.com1 
Sent: Mondfey^Majch 17,2008 4:33 PM 
To: Tempi I ! Jeannette 
Subject: Subject: CAC Questions for the Miramar and Sycamore Landfill Expansion EIR 

Citizen Advisory Committee, Local Task Force, San Diego County Integrated 
Waste Management 

March 17, 2008 

To : Jeanette Temple, Development Services Department 

From: Richard Anthony, San Diego County Citizen Advisory Committee Local 
Task Force Integrated Waste Management 

Subject: Miramar and Sycamore Landfill Expansion Environmental Impact Reports. 

The CAC made up of stake-holders in the resource management industry, have been 
advocating zero wasle programs that will extend the life of existing landfills and reduce 
green house gases. We support the expansion of these two landfills with the following 
caveats, 

1. We want the EIR and the expansion plan to include available drop off areas 
(Resource Recovery Park) for self hauled source separated materials in all the 
12 master categories of marketable materials (reuse, paper, metal, glass, 
polymers, pulresibles, yard debris ,soil. ceramics, textiles wood and chemicals) 
or know why not. 

2. We want lo phase out compostable materials from the landfill and direct this 
material back to the soil. This is half of what we a burying and the genesis of 
methane gas and landfill leachate. It has a better use as soil for our agricultural 
crops. Thus we want to see composting as part of this expansion project or 
know why not. 

Developing programs that will result in luming discarded resources into ongoing 
revenue streams makes a lot of sense economically and socially, and is the most logical 
way to extend the life of Miramar and Sycamore Landfill. The regions environment and 
economy stand much to gain from this strategy. 

Richard Anthony. Chair 
San Diego County Integrated Waste Management Local Task Force, Citizen Advisory 
Committee 

RicanlhonvtSiaol.com 

RichardAnthonyAssociates.com 
San Diego, California 

Q1-1 

Q1-2 

Q1-3 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE LOCAL TASK 

FORCE INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT, SIGNED BY RICHARD ANTHONY, DATED MARCH 17, 

2008 (LETTER Q1) 

Response to Comment Q l -1 : 

A public drop-off and recycling center wilh roll-off containers for self-haul waste disposal and recycling 

would accommodaie the 12 masier categories of marketable materials listed in the commeni, The drop-off 

and recycling center would be localed at the northern end of the scales area, as shown in EIR Figure 3-10, 

and discussed in EIR Section 3,2.1.2. 

Response to Comment Q1-2: 

Composting is being considered at the landfill, as discussed in Section 3,2,1,5 of the EIR. The EIR 

addresses it at a programmatic level. See Responses to Comments Sl-10, Ll-4, L4-12 and L4-35 for 

more information on the EIR's analysis of composting operations, 

in the preseni landfill design, ground-up green materials are used as daily cover materials over the 

municipal solid waste [MSW), in order to optimize the use of landfill space, and ADC would continue to be 

used as part of the Project. Ground-up green material is an environmentally beneficial cover material, as 

some of the material laler decomposes into methane, which is collected by the landfill gas collection system 

and used to produce renewable energy in the existing cogeneration power plant. Such collection and use 

minimizes the need for other power plants that use fossil fuels such as natural gas, A fraction ofthe carbon 

in the greens never decomposes, and is sequestered in the landfill, providing a long-term removal of 

carbon and carbon dioxide from the environment, that otherwise would have been released to the 

atmosphere in the decomposilion of the wood or green materials. 

Response to Comment Q1-3: 

Comment noted. This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no 

response is necessary. 
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Comment 
o^G0 ^0, Letter N1 

iji ̂  Sari Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 

Environmenial Review Committee 

10 March 2008 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED SAN DIEGO COUNTY ARCHAEOLOGICAL 

SOCIETY, INC., SIGNED BY JAMES W. ROYLE, JR., DATED MARCH 10, 2008 (LETTER Nl) 

Response to Comment N M : 

Comment noted. 

, 5 

To: Ms. Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen 
Development Services Department 
CilyofSan Diego 
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501 
San Diego. Califomia 92101 

Subject: Draft Environmental Iinpact Report 
Sycamore Landfill Master Plan 
ProjectNo, 5617 

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen: 

I have reviewed the historical resources aspects ofthe subject DEIR on behalf of this 
committee of the SanDiego County Archaeological Society. 

Based on the infonnation contained in the DEIR and its appendices, we agree that the 
project should result in no significant impacts lo historical resources. We therefore also 
agree thai no historical resources mitigation measures are required, 

SDCAS appreciales being provided this DEIR for our review and comment. 

Sincerely, 

NM 

cc; Gallegos & Associates 
SDCAS President 
File 

.ies W. Royle, Jr., Chairpferaon 
Environmental Review Committee 

•O, Box 31106 • SanDiaao. r:A PWiSP-iinR . own\« ;wJ i (ws 
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California Native nani Society 
o n irr^- u' 
W 1* •* * r,i i 

Comment 
Letter N2 

City of San Diego 
Developmeni Services Deparlmenl 
1222 Firsl Avenue, MS 501. San Diego. CA 92101 
DSDEAS@sandiego.gov 

April 7, 2008 

Re: Sycamore Landfill Masier Plan Projecl No. 5617/SCH No. 2003041057 

To Whom l l May Concern; 

The CNPS has serious concerns about the adequacy oflhe ireatment of botanical 
resources in the draft Sycamore Landfill Masier Plan. The proposed expansion area 
supports very sensitive plant associations, including native grasslands and grassland 
endemics, such as Variegated Dudleya {Dudleya variegala), a Narrow Endemic Species. 
Some oflhe numerous flaws to the analysis include the following; 

1, No recent general pianl surveys have been conducled, wilh ihe mosl rccenl apparently 
being in 2003. Surveys in various years, including updated winter and spring 
surveys, are required in order lo adequately assess project impacis and miligation. 

2, The sile supports numerous sensitive plant species, including Variegated Dudleya, 
San Diego Goldenstar, Nuttall's Scrub Oak, San Diego Coast Barrel Cactus, San 
Diego County Viguiera, Western Dichondra, and Graceful Tarpiant. We are 
unconvinced ofthe adequacy ofthe field surveys for these species, particularly 
Variegated Dudleya, San Diego Goldenstar and Western Dichondra, since ihey are 
difficull to find in every year. Il is highly likely that far more specimens are 
actually present on Ihis sile than are reported in the RECON report, which would 
be confirmed by addiiional field surveys at various limes ofthe year and in various 
years. This is particularly true for lhc site's rare geophytes. 

3, Transplantation of sensilive plant species, particularly the Narrow Endemic Species 
Variegated Dudleya, is promoted as miligalion. In the absence of thorough fieldwork, 
we are unconvinced that all specimens in harm's way have been salvaged and lhal the 
miligalion will be successful in preserving the species. Mitigation design, sile, 
impiemenlalion techniques and moniioring procedures need lo be communicated in 
order for ihe public to Judge whelher effeclive miligalion is being proposed. Please 
also communicate references indicating past success in using transplantation for 
Ihese species. In Ihe absence of such research, transplantation musl be viewed as an 
experiment in preserving the species. 

4, Thc biology report indicales that many tens of thousands of sensitive plant specimens 
would bc impacled. Thc most startling is lhal at least 22,000 specimens of Varicgaled 

Dedicated to tlje preservation of Cafifornia native flora 

N2-1 

N2-2 

N2-3 

N2-4 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY, 

SIGNED BY CARRIE SCHNEIDER, DATED APRIL 7,2008 

(LETTER N2) 

Response to Comment N2-1; 

Biological fieldwork, including generai and focused surveys, was conducled as follows: 

Date 

2000 & 2001 

2003 (summer) 

2004 (spring) 

2005 (spring) 

2008 (Febmary) 

Type of Fieldwork 

General surveys 

General survey; wetland 

delineation, gnatcatcher sun/ey 

Variegated dudleya survey on 

Parcel 366-031-18 and 

boundary of existing landfill 

Quino protocol survey 

Focused gnatcatcher survey 

Party 

Merkel 

RECON 

RECON 

RECON 

RECON 

As staled in the EIR, these survey results were used to determine impacts and mitigation for the Project. 

This baseline condiiion was used as it was just prior to the Cedar fire and represents the mosl mature state 

of the vegetation, or worst-case condition, given the destruction of vegetation in the fire. Nearly 100% of 

the property was impacted by the 2003 Cedar fire, just a few months after the RECON surveys had been 

compleled. While the native communilies are adapted to fire, the level of recovery is uncertain. Recovery 

of native communilies follows a cycle, with the early stages dominated by successional and non-native 

species. Observations made during the recent gnatcatcher survey indicate that the habitat is beginning to 

recover. Use of pre-fire data is a conservative approach, which analyzes a worst-case scenario. 

With respect to annual and herbaceous rare planis, it is recognized that the number of plants would vary 

from year to year, depending on rainfall. However, the general area occupied by these species would be 

roughly similar from year to year. The previous surveys therefore are considered lo be representative for 

the purpose of identifying impacts ot the Project. 

Response to Comment N2-2: 

See Response to Comment N2-1, 
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Dudleya would be lost. The population ofthis species on this site is regionally 
significant, therefore this impacl is clearly significant aad nol mitigable. 

We urge ihe City lo reject both the biological resources report and ihe EIR for this projecl 
because the extenl of the damage to biological resources is not sufficienlly wecl-
underslood and therefore the proposed miligation is inadequale. 

Thanks for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Carrie Schneider 
Conservation Chair 
San Diego Chapler of lhe California Native Plant Society 
POBox 121390 
San Diego CA 92112-1390 
(858) 352-4413 (day) 
(619) 282-3645 (evening) 
info@cnpssd.org 

Comment 
Letter N2 

(cont'd,) 

N2-4 
(cont'd.) 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY, 

SIGNED BY CARRIE SCHNEIDER, DATED APRIL 7,2008 (LETTER N2) (conUnuid) 

Response to Comment N2-3: (cont'd.) 

The Variegated Dudleya Translocation Plan prepared by RECON (2006) (see Appendix C8) outlines the 

specific guidelines for the translocation of the variegated Dudleya to a miligation parcel. This pian 

describes the meihods of salvaging variegated dudleya from the Landfill site, as well as propagation of 

additional variegated dudleya plants from seeds. The plan also details the five-year monitoring, 

maintenance and reporling program. In addition, the plan describes the success of a previous variegated 

dudleya translocation effort associaled wilh the construction of State Route 52 between the Sycamore 

Landfill and Mission Trails Regional Park, The most recent check of the translocated population showed 

that salvaged plants and recruited seedlings were still persisting after 10 years, See also Response to 

Comment N2-1. 

In September 2007, RECON prepared a progress repori for the Dudleya translocation efforts at Sycamore 

Landfill (see Appendix C8a), The report describes the success of the planting of approximately 12,000 

salvaged and propagated dudleya that were planted at the translocation site in January 2005, As concluded 

in the investigation, dudleya have grown and flowered each year even wilh below normal rainfall. 

Pollinators have been observed to focus on the large patches of flowering dudleya ensuring good seed set. 

Thousands of seedlings have been observed around the mature plants and Ihese plants would add to the 

total population at the translocation sile, A total of approximalely 13,368 dudleya were growing al the 

translocation site during 2007. 
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Response to Comment N2-4; 

Thd actual number of variegated dudleya to be impacted by the Project is 12,636, not 22,000 as indicated 

in this comment. This includes 12,225 plants previously avoided under MND 40-0765 and 396 plants 

elsewhere in APN 366-041-01 nol impacted under MND 40-0765. The EIR discloses that the impact to 

variegated dudleya is considered to be significant. This impact would be mitigated by translocation of the 

variegated dudleya plants to an approved site in accordance with the translocation plan in EIR Appendix 

C8. Implementation of this translocation plan would miligale the Impacts to below a level of significance. 
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•L'duNsfERY ..FERGUSON 
ALTONA &'PEAK LLP 

Comment 
Letter N3 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

960 Ciimeibui} Plicc. Suite 300 
ERtondido, Cilifomin 02022-3836 
Tclcphnnu f7f.0| 743-1201 •.' 
Fatlirailc (760) 741-9926 ' 
Em^il IfaplijUfapjnm 

GAKTH O. RSID 
PUtKl tk OaEBHANSLEV 

JOHN W, WITT 

April 6,2008 

Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyn, Environmental Planner 
City of San Diego Developmeni Services Center 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
SanDiego, CA 92101 
esliearernsuyn@sandiego.gov 

Subject: Draft EIR for the Sycamore Landfill Master Plan (Project No. 5617, SCH No. 
2011304105, Community Plan Area: East Elliot, Council District: 7, JO: 421084) 

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyn: 

This firm represents the East Elliot Land Company, LLC, and its principal, Mr. David 
Dilday. We have been asked to review the Sycamore Landfill Master Plan (the "Project") Draft 
Environmenial Impact Report ("DEIR") for potential impacts (jn our client's property interests in 
several parcels, APNs 366-081-25, 26 and 27 and 366-050-25. totaling approximtcly 56 acres, 
direclly adjacenl to the Project along Mast Avenue and thc Sycamore Landfill access road. As 
discussed below, however, our analysis ofthe document has revealed that the project's impacis 
extend well beyond Mr. Dilday's property, and affect lands and jurisdictions ihroughoul San 
Diego County. As a result, one would expect the DEIR to evaluate project-relaled impacts on 
both a local and regional level. Unfortunately, the DEIR fails to provide this kind of analysis. 

Sycamore Landfill, Inc. (''SLI"), owners ofthe Project located at 8514 Mast Avenue 
v-ithin the East Elliot Community Planning Area in the City of San Diego, propose to (I) 
increase three-fold the tonnage of waste malerial lo be brought into the site daily (26,000,000 
pounds), (2) expand the landfill footpnnt by encroaching into 24 acres of proiected habitat land, 
(3) extend the landfill's life for at least 20 additional years, (4) increase significanlly the traffic 
along State Route 52 near Mast Boulevard, an already overly-impacted roadway, increasing 
iraffic into the site at a rate greater than one truck every 15 seconds, and (6) extend the hours of 
operation by over two-fold (working 24 hours a day, seven days a week), in order to make the 
Project the largest dump in entire slate ofCalifomia. A recent anicle in thc San Diego Tribune 
puts it well, "The plan calls for filling in a sizable canyon with trash and then building upward."1 

' Mike Lee, Proposed expansion would turn Svcamqre Landfill into one of Caiifprnia's larKCjl [iiour|lain5 oflrssh-
San Diego Tribune. Match 30, 2008, See hpp://www.siRnppsandiefo.com/news/inelfo/20080330-9999-
In30svcainore.html. 

N3-1 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3) 

Response to Comment N3-1: 

The EIR evaluates Project-related impacts on both a local and, where appropriate based on the specific 

impact, the regional level. The EIR takes a worst-case approach to its analysis to ensure that all impacts 

are analyzed. The EIR assumes a 24-hour operation in order to ensure that all impacis are analyzed and 

thai the landfill has the flexibility to address the solid wasle disposal needs now and for the foreseeable 

future. The landfill is designed to combine the already permitted "stages' of development into one, in order 

to more efficiently use the existing landfill sile and avoid the need to find other disposal sites in Santee, San 

Diego or elsewhere in the region. Although the EIR points oul there may be polentiaily significant traffic 

impacts from the Project, it also should be noted that by expanding the exisiing Sycamore Landfill, traffic 

impacts region-wide are reduced, because trash trucks would be able to go to the centrally located 

Sycamore Landfill ralher than having to drive to Yuma, or some newly sited landfil! further removed from 

the homes and businesses that are generating the wasle. 
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Comment 
Letter N3 

(cont'd,) 

As we will demonstrate below, there is subsiantial evidence in the record that the Projecl 
has potential to create significant environmental impacts which have neither been mitigated to 
insignificant levels nor have been studied sufficiently to detennine what mitigation measures 
may be necessary. The Project and alt requested entitlements should be denied because (i) the 
DEIR fails lo adequately desenbe the scope ofthe Project, (ii) the DEIR fails to identify and 
adequately analyze all of the potentially significant environmental impacts of the underlying 
project with sufficient specificity, (iii) ihe DEIR fails to adequately identify and analyze a 
reasonable range of altematives lo the Project, (iv) thc DEIR is based on outdated and incorrect 
information and (v) the DEIR provides insufficient evidence to support a statement of 
overriding considerations. 

This commeni letter identifies technical and legal defects in thc DEIR. It is should be 
noted, however, thai due to City staffs refusal lo grant an extension to the comment period, our 
review has been unreasonably restricted. Our report, therefore, is not all-inclusive, but merely 
shows some ofthe most glaring failures of this DEIR. 

N3-2 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3) (cominued) 

Response to Comment N3-2: 

Comment noted. Also, the 45-day public review period is an appropriate lime period under Public 

Resources Code Section 21091(a) and State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15087,15105 and 15205 of Title 

14 of the California Code of Regulalions, The 45-day public review period is the standard State 

Clearinghouse review period, 14 Cal. Code Regs. §§ 15106, 15205(d}. There is no legal requirement to 

grant extensions, and the City has determined that a 45-day review period is adequate for this EIR. See 

also San Diego Municipal Code section 129,0306, 

Response to Comment N3-3: 

Comment noted, Responses to the specific comments made in the letter are set forth in Responses to 

Comments N3-4 through N3-12. 

I. GENERAL COMMENTS 

"Only through an accurate view of [a] project may affected outsiders and public decision­
makers balance the proposal's benefit against its environmental cost, consider mitigation 
measures, assess the advantage of terminating the proposal ... and weigh other alternatives in the 
balance.... An accurate, slable and finite project descriplion is the sine qua non of an informative 
iind legally sufficient EIR. The defined project and not some different projeci must be the EIR's 
bona fide subject." {County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal,App.3d 185, 192-193 & 
199) 

Thc four basic purposes of the Califomia Envirnmental Quality Act (CEQA)", as 
described in CEQA Guidelines §15002, are to: 

(1) Inform govemmental decision-makers and thc public about the potential, 
significant environmental effects of proposed activities. 

(2) Identify the ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significandy 
reduced. 

(3) Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring 
changes in projects through the use of altematives or mitigation measures when 
the govemmental agency finds the changes to bc feasible. 

N3-3 

: P u b . Res, Code 521000. el seq. 

San DicBo Office: 110 West "A" Sticcr. Smie 7S0, San Diego, fjlifoniia 92101-5532 
I'hnne: 615-256-1201 Fax; 619-236-09M 
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Page 3 of42 

Comment 
Letter N3 

(cont'd.) 

(4) Disclose to the public Ihe reasons why a govemmental agency approved the 
project in the manner the agency chose if significanl environmental effects arc 
involved. 

In order to accomplish these purposes, a public agency musl prepare an environmental 
impaci report (EIR) when there is substantial evidence that a project may have a significam 
effect on ihe environment (CEQA Guideiines §15002(0(1)). The courts have long affirmed that 
CEQA is to be used as an informaiional tool which protects not only thc environment but also 
informed self-govemmem {Cadiz Land Co., Inc. v. Rail Cycle. LP. (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 74). 
The Laurel Heights court stated thai an EIR is a documeni of accountability and serves as an 
environmental alarm betl to agencies and the general public before the project has taken on 
overwhelming "bureaucratic and financial momenlum" (Laurel Heights Improvement 
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 395 - boldface 
emphasis added). Thc EIR's function is lo ensure lhal government officials who approve a 
project do so with a full understanding of the environmental consequences and, equally 
important, thai the public is assured those consequences have been taken inlo account (Vineyard 
Area Cilizens for Responsible Growlh. Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 
449). An EIR must provide ils readers with thc ability to understand the scope of the project 
seeking approval, as well as its potential impacts. Thus, an EIR which is conftising, misleading 
or otherwise faulty is a disservice to Ihe govemmenl officials tasked wilh reviewing the project 
and the public they serve. 

The DEIR for the SLI Project suffers from a number of technical errors which either 
intenlionally or inadvertently confuse the reader. The City failure to provide a clear, logical 
documeni has created an impediment lo the public's comprehension ofthe basis ofthe Project's 
necessity and the consequences of its approval. This clearly runs counter to the legal reasoning 
sel forth in thc Cadiz, Laurel and Vineyard line of cases. Below are several of the more 
egregious examples of confusion found in ihe DEIR; 

I, The DEIR has at least nineteen (19) missing page numbers (e.g. 1-4,2-6, 3-12, 3-
14, 3-16, 3-22, 3-24, 4.1-20, etc.), and possibly more throughout thc document. This gives the 
appearance of omitted information. It was only upon several days of further review, and 
proactive consultation with thc City staff that we came to leam ihat thc page numbers (and pages 
of text) were simply omitted. This firm asked that ihe City, as thc party charged with the final 
preparation and dislribution ofthe DEIR to lhc public, provide additional review time due to the 
confusion created by this haphazard page numbering, but wc were squarely refused.3 Moreover, 
no attempt was made on the part ofthe Cily to notify the members ofthe distribution list ofthis 
matter, when simple solutions included (1) rcsending the document in hard copy formal, (2) 
forwarding an explanatory note or (3) renumbering the pages lo be consecutive on a reformatted 
CD. There is simply no rational excuse for not implementing any of these simple, inexpensive 
procedures. 

N3-3 
(cont'd,) 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY. FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY. ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3) 

Response to Comment N3-4: 

Comment noted. The draft environmental documents that were distributed (or the project were not missing 

any pages from eilher the CD and/or the hardcopy versions. The backside of 11* x 17" exhibits were not 

numbered and could be deduced that the blank page that followed would be the next number in the 

sequence. Typically graphics within an EIR do not include texl on the backside. CEQA does not dictate 

the format, only the contents of Ihe EIR (Article 9 of Ihe CEQA Guidelines, Sectio 15120-15132), Pages 

intentionally left blank or unnumbered would not constitute a "procedural/technical error in the presentation 

and format of the EIR," The lack ol page numbers on the back of a (ew exhibits does nol address the 

adequacy and/or accuracy ol Ihe environmental analysis or its conclusions. 

N3-4 

J Eleclronic mail conejpondence from Elizabilh Shearer-Nguyen, the City'i Projeci Planner, »cnl ai approximalely 
i 1:4S AM on Friday. March 21.2008, wiih copiej to Jeanene Temple, the City Praject Manager, Martha Blake, 
Cily Senior Planner, and Donna Jane], ihe AppUc&nl'i. Sycamore Landfill, Inc.'s. atlnmey. 

Sin IJiirgu dffice 110 W'MI "A" SirecI, Sniii 750, San Diego, Cilifbn 
Phone: 619-116-1201 I'IK 619-23S-0944 
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Comment 
Page 4 of42 Letter N3 

(cont'd.) 
LAW OFFICES OF LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA & PEAK, LLP 

Perhaps just as troubling is thc lead agency's inherent conflici of interest in certifying the 
DEIR and deciding whether to approve the Project. The City has a financial slake in this project, 
in that it receives tipping surcharge fees from SLI - fees that promise to increase substantially if 
the landfill is expanded as proposed.1 Thc City's failure lo honor simple requests for clarification 
of ihe DEIR only sharpens the appearance of conflict and self-dealing. 

2. The DEIR was delivered to the members ofthe distribution list via a compact disc 
(CD) holding three files. The firsl file houses the text oflhe DEIR corpus, followed by several 
out of sequence technical studies (C7, C8a-c, CU, C12, C14, and F3), and the last two files 
contain the remainder of the technical studies, less those found in thc first file. Rather than 
creating an ordered, easy to follow DEIR, the City's preparaiion lack's logical flow in its 
presentation, placing a greater than necessary burden on a reader seeking to find cited materia! 
scattered various locations. 

3. The DEIR also has numerous examples of intemal conflicts on topics of great 
significance lo reviewing parties. Some differences can bc found between sections (e.g. the 
DEIR Notice states thai "the maximum height ofthe facility would increase by approximately 
267 feel" while the first page oflhe DEIR Conclusions states that the increase would only bc 167 
feet), while other discrepancies exist wiihin a single section (e.g. page 1 of the DEIR 
Conclusions states "the landfill will go from "71 million cubic yards (mcy)... to 151 mcy" while 
page 3 of ihe same seclion concludes that the expansion will increase thc capacity from 70 mcy 
to 157 mcy, A divergence which amounts to nearly two years of trash to the facility.) There is 
little reason to trust one number over the olher. Thus determining the accuracy of the document 
is not possible. 

Another example of internal confusion occurs on page 4.1-10 (Subsection H.}, There, the 
DEIR states that the Project lies outside of thc Airport Influence Areas (AIA) of three local, 
airports, including MCAS-Mintmar, but then goes on to say "except for MCAS-Miramar," It is 
unclear from the plain language of the DEIR whether thc site is inside or outside of the AIA. 
This is noi an idle matter, as the course of action for the Project is completely differenl 
depending on which scenario is accurate. Iflhe Project is outside ofthe AIA, no further analysis 
is required, but if it is inside, there musl be a review of thc rclalionship between the proposed 
Masier Plan and the applicable Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. There is some reason to 
believe the Project is within the AIA of MCAS-Miramar, due to its direct adjacency to the 
military air field installment. Therefore, the failure to review thc consistency ofthe proposed 
Master Plan and the Airpon Land Usc Compatibility Plan is either a glaring omission by the 
drafters of this DEIR, or an intentional attempt to mislead the reader by obfuscating the existing 
conditions on thesite. 

4. Thc DEIR misstates facts and shades the truth to lessen the appearance of 
impacts. For example, when discussing the increase in the maximal heighl ofthe landfill, the 

* "'The cily collected more lhan 112 million on trash hauled io Sycamore Landfill from 2003 lo 2007, city records 
show. San Diego's cash register could ring up even bigger numbers if Ihe City Council agrees to lei Allied and iu 
local subsidiary haul in more wasie each year." (Mike Lee, Propped expanjJQp would mm Svcamqre Landfill into 
one nf Califqmia's largest mountains of liash - San Diego Tribune, March 30, 2008.) 

N3-5 

N3-6 

N3-7 

N3-8 

N3-9 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6,2008 (LETTER N3)(«niinuidi 

Response to Comment N3-5: 

This comment does not discuss the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR, therefore no response is necessary, 

Nonetheless, to address the non-CEQA issue of an alleged conflict of interest because the Cily of San 

Diego may benefit from approval of the Project, the Cily of San Diego is Ihe appropriate lead agency for 

Ihis Project under CEQA. The council members of the Cily Council of the City of San Diego do not have a 

financial interest in the operation of the Sycamore Landfill. The City Council of the City of San Diego was 

identified as the appropriate CEQA lead agency in compliance with California Public Resources Code 

section 21083, and Section 15021 ol Ihe CEQA Guidelines. 14 Cal, Code Regs. 

Response to Comment N3-6: 

The document was organized to place the most imporlant reference documents in the same volume as the 

EIR. The volumes where all technical appendices may be lound are listed in the tables of contents of each 

volume. 

Response to Comment N3-7; 

The correct value for the height increase is 167 feet, as described in the conclusions. The 267-(oot value 

(which was the height of the originally Project, now listed as an alternative in Section 8,8) was a 

typographical error, as was the 151 million cubic yards (mcy) reference; the correct volume is 157 mcy. 

However, these corrections do not change the conclusion that the landfill expansion, as proposed, would 

resull in a significant, unmitigable visual/landform impact. See Response to Comment L4-117, noting Ihat 

the revisions lo the FEIR do not require recirculation under CEQA, 

Response to Comment N3-8; 

The EIR on page 4,1-10 has been revised to say "established for these airports, except for MCAS 

Miramar,1' The landfill sile is near the outside edge of the AIA for MCAS Miramar. 

As the comment acknowledges, the EIR explains that the northern 500 feet of the existing landfill property 

is within the Airport Influence Area of the MCAS Miramar, As a result, the applicant submitled the Project 

to the San Diego Airport Authority for a consistency determination to confirm thai the Projecl is consistent 

with the exisiing Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), The Airport Authority, after review of the 

Projecl, has confirmed that the Project is consistenl with the ALUCP, 

San IJicnn OfRct:: 110 W e i "A" Srnxl. Suite ?50. Sin IJitsn, Cilifomii W101-J552 
I'lmne: 61<i-33fi-12ni n t i : 61!l-:!36-OW4 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2006 (LETTER N3)(eonilnwd) 

Response to Comment N3-9: 

Please see the Response lo Comment N3-7 above regarding 167 v. 267 feet increase In landfill maximum 

height. The increase over the existing permitted height is 167 feet. The exisiing permitted height, and, 

therefore, the Project height, varies, depending on the topography. Detailed information about the Project 

landform changes is provided in EIR Figure 4.2-5, paga 4.2-15. 
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DEIR stales that the increase will be either 167' or 267' (depending on which page oflhe DEIR 
you are reading), but a deeper review ofthe technical studies reveals that some portions oflhe 
Projecl will swell in excess of 350". It is convenient to disregard these increases since these 
areas lay below the maximal height ofthe landfill, but in actuality, they represent potentially 
grealer impacts due to their larger variation from the existing conditions. 

5. This Project is proposed and this DEIR is presented in a vital but totally 
undisclosed context. The context that should be disclosed in this documeni but is not, is the 
context of project need. Is this Projecl needed, al all or in part? If not now, when, if ever? Thc 
Cily's decision makers and thc public at large must understand the magnitude, liming and 
geographic distribution of the need for this projecl in order to understand whether the proposal is 
appropriate relative to thc effecls that it may induce. This landfill is pan of San Diego County's 
infrastructure systems, systems on which the entire County depends. While now privately 
owned, it may bc considered a public facility and, in fact, until its sale in 1999, was publicly 
owned for the large majority of its existence. Expectations for public facilities having public 
purpose are differenl that they are for facilities that are to be privately owned, occupied and 
operated, all for private purpose. Public facilities must be scaled to their need, and located 
where they can bc expected to optimize their respective functions because public resources are 
involved, whelher those resources include publicly owned open space and recreational facilities, 
roadways and freeways, or how much the public will be charged by home cities for refuse 
disposal, and even how much of the City of San Diego's future treasury can realistically count 
on due to the proposed expansion of Sycamore landfill. This Project proposes a virtual 
monopoly on landfilling in San Diego County for thc next 25 years. Wilhout a clear 
understanding of the need for such a proposal, thc project, itself, cannot be understood. For 
public facilities, need is fundamental to projecl objectives. Without an understanding of need, 
project objectives become a trite, ungrounded expression of interests quite out of context with 
ihe reality in which the proposal is made, This DEIR evaluates a regionally significant project 
but without any disclosure of the need for thc project at all, as if to say, "Take it on faith that this 
appiicani can be trusted with the public's resources." But reasonable questions emerge. Whal is 
ihe need for this projecl? Where and when will the wasle be generated that accounts for this 
need? Why does such a gigantic amount of capacity and daily in-flow that will, if ever, bc 
responding to conditions that are barely understood today, need to be approved in one fell swoop 
when progressive consideration and phased decision making would respect the public's interest 
so much belter? 

6. Although the DEIR describes thc Sycamore Landfill and its proposed expansion 
as a regional project, thc impacts analysis is markedly local in terms of describing project need 
and project effects. Not only does thc DEIR provide little information regarding county-wide 
management of waste, including other sites available to receive anticipated trash increases, the 
documeni takes a geographically narrow view ofthe project's individual and cumulative impacts 
on a wide array of resources. There is little discussion, for example, of regional loss of affected 
plant species such as the variegated dudleya and Nuttall's scrub oak. Likewise, the DEIR 
assumes that the 350% increase in landfill-related traffic will have virtually no impacts outside 
the SR-52 corridor — an assumption that defies common sense and basic traffic modeling 
principles. The myopic focus oflhe DEiR largely explains why the cumulative impacts analysis 

Comment 
pagesDf42 Letter N3 

(cont'd.) 

N3-9 
(cont'd.) 

N3-10 

N3-11 

N3-12 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ,, DATED APRIL 6,2008 (LETTER NSKcominued) 

Response to Comment N3-10: 

See Response to Comment L4-4. 

Response lo Comment N3-11: 

The EIR recognizes the regional signilicance of Ihe variegated dudleya and Nuttall's scrub oak and 

considers impacts to these species to be significant. As stated in the Biological Technical Repori and 

Translocation Plan, Ihe regional status of Nuttall's scrub oak is recognized as CNPS List IB , and 

variegated dudleya is recognized by ils status as: 

• a covered species in the City of San Diego MSCP; 

• a narrow endemic in the MSCP Subarea Plan; 

• CNPS Lisi IB; and 

• COF&G Natural Diversity Data Base List of Special Plants which meet the crileria for state 

listing underCEQA, 

Response to Comment N3-12; 

The municipal solid wasle truck traffic would be in the region whether the Sycamore Landfill expands or 

not. The generation of municipal solid waste is assured, whether or not Sycamore Landfill is available lo 

accept the increased waste. If waste generation in the mid-County area conlinues lo be served by the 

Miramar Landfill and Sycamore Landfill, the question of Project distribution (which transporialion corridors 

are affected by waste truck traffic) is determined by Miramar Landfill's closure date. When Miramar Landfill 

closes, Ihe only change in regional dislribution outside of the corridor would occur on SR-52 between 

Convoy Street (Miramar Landfill) and 1-15, Upon closure of Miramar, trips from west of Miramar would then 

conlinue east on SR-52 past 1-15, but trips from east of Miramar on 1-15 wouid go east on SR-52 instead. 

This focused change in regional dislribution is not expected to generate additional Project-related impacts. 

San Dkffi OfSct: 110 ft'c.r "A" Street, SUM 750, Snn Ditpo, Odifomii 521010532 
Phtims 419-236-1201 fix: 515-230-0544 
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is so short and thin, and why impacts on surrounding jurisdictions (e.g., City of Santee) are 
largely ignored. Unfortunately, for a project of this magnitude such a tightly-drawn analytical 
corset is inappropriate. SLI indicates that the expanded landfill will function as a kind of 
gravitational center for county-wide wasle disposal in thc coming years (the so-called "ccntroid" 
theory), yet the DEIR refuses to lake responsibility for analyzing the impacis such a regional 
facility will create. 

7. The DEIR suffers from a lack of up-to-date technical studies. In many cases, the 
DEIR's impacis assessments are based on technical reports that are more than five years old, 
even ihough SLI and lhc City have had ample opportunity to conduct new studies and prepare 
new reports. What's worse, the actual data included in the reports is occasionally of even older 
vintage. This creates at least two practical problems, both of which have legal implications. 

_Firsi, thc reliance on old data - especially when newer data exist and is readily at hand -
destabilizes public confidence in thc City's ability to demand a full and proper accounting ofthe 
project's environmental effecls; il also mns counter to the basic CEQA rule that DEIRs be based 
on lhc best available technical information. Second, by using old data lo construct thc "existing 
conditions" description, lhc DEIR provides an inaccurate and polentiaily deceptive baseline from 
which to conduct its impact analyses, which is a clear failing on the part ofthe preparer. (Save 
Our Peninsula Comm. v Monterey Counly Bd. Of Supervisors (2001) 87 CA4lh 99. 125) As a 
result, the entire CEQA analysis is rendered unreliable from the outset. 

8. The DEIR also withholds key information regarding SLI's history of non­
compliance with regulatory rules, requirements and directives. For example, the DEIR fails to 
disclose that in ihe past year alone the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) has cited SLI 12 limes 
tor not adequately controlling methane gas releases at the cuneni landfill site - releases that are 
10 times ihe applicable threshold. Thc DEIR also fails to disclose that since 2002, SLI has 
exceeded its dumping limils at the landfill 140 times, reflecting a pattern of non-compliant 
behavior which, by all available evidence, has not changed. These violations should have been 
discussed in thc DEIR so that the public could intelligently assess die assumptions, analytical 
findings, and mitigation claims advanced by SLI in thc documeni. Indeed, these violations and 
the circumstances surrounding them form part ofthe "existing conditions" that must be described 
fully in ihe DEIR. While this malfeasance may be viewed as a regulatory matter rather than an 
environmental matter such habitual behavior plainly has physical implications. In failing to 
mention ihem, the DEIR paints an incomplete and misleading picture of those conditions. One 
must also doubt whether SLI can bc counted upon to satisfy its mitigation responsibilities iflhe 
project were to be approved. Such a strong and recent history of non-compliance gives the 
pubiic little reason to rely on SLI's commitment to implement fully the mitigation measures it 
has proposed. That the City has abetted SLI in withholding this information from the public 
raises similar questions as to ils willingness to enforce those mitigation measures. When one 
considers that the City receives a "tipping fee" for each ton of waste hauled to Sycamore Landfill 
- a fact not disclosed in the DEiR - there is all the more reason to press the City for analytical 
rigor during lhc CEQA process. Un fortunaie ly, thc DEIR's impact assessments are anything but 
rigorous. 

San Dicjiii Office: 110 Wu.I "A" Hucel, Suite 750, Sm Oiego, Culifomia 92101-3532 
Pbnnr 619-236-1201 Ku: 0l!)-23fi-05« 

Comment 
Letter N3 

(cont'd.) 

N3-13 

N3-14 

N3-15 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W W I H , ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6,2008 (LETTER N3) (ccmhu.d) 

Response to Comment N3-13: 

All potentially significant impacts from the Projecl have been analyzed and all feasible mitigation measures 

would be implemenled. However, there are significant unmitigated impacts associated with the Project. In 

addition, impacts to surrounding jurisdictions, primarily the City of Santee, were included in the analysis. 

The EIR indicates Ihat Ihe Sycamore Landfill sile Is very centrally located relative lo the distribution of 

County-wide populations (and waste generation). Thus, it has the opportunity to minimize wasle travel 

distance, travel energy use, and haul air emissions relalive to other exisiing or proposed disposal sites. 

The only existing landlill Ihat is closer to the exisiing and projected future centroid of County populalion is 

Miramar Landfill, and Ihat is expected to close by approximately 2016, even if the proposed height increase 

sought by the City for Miramar Landfill is approved. 

Response to Comment N3-14; 

The City of San Diego disagrees with the premise of this comment. The NOP for the EIR was published on 

April 9, 2003. Because of the complex nature of the Project and a period of approximately one year the 

Appiicani coordinated wilh the City of Santee and other interested organizations, the EIR was nol released 

for public review until Febmary 21, 2008. Much of the field work and the technical studies that serve as the 

basis for the EIR were primarily begun in 2003. The City of San Diego was aware of this fact prior to 

publishing the EIR and required evidence be submilted documenting the continued relevance of the older 

data. The older data was also relied upon since Slate CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 (e) requires a EIR 

to examine Ihe existing physical conditions al the lime the NOP is published. This issue is specifically 

raised in the following comments, thus more specific responses are provided below. 

The case of Save Oor Peninsula Comm. V. Monterey County Bd. Of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal, App. 4 lh 

99,125) stands for the proposilion that the baseline is established as close as possible to the lime of the 

notice of preparation - in this case, that was in April 2003. 'Existing conditions must be evaluated as 

closely as possible lo the date the notice of preparation of the EIR is filed, as that Is the date the Projecl Is 

officially commenced wiihin the meaning of CEQA,' Id. The court slated that an EIR cannot adequately 

analyze the impacts on the environment if it does not start with a description of the physical conditions 

existing on the property at the beginning of the environmenial review. 

This is supported by section 15125 of the Guidelines, which states in subdivision (a) that: 'An EIR must 

include a description of the physica! environmental conditions in the vicinity of Ihe Project, as they exist at 

the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notica o l preparation is published, at the time 

environmental analysis is commenced.... This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline 
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PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6,2008 (LETTER N3) (contimjid) 

Response to Comment N3-14: {cont'd.) 

physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.' (Italics added.) 

Furthennore, section 15126.2 now provides as follows: 'In assessing the impact of a Project on the 

environmenl, the lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes in Ihe existing physical 

condilions in Ihe affected area as they exist al Ihe lime the notice of preparation is published, or where no 

notice of preparaiion is published, at Ihe lime environmental analysis is commenced." 

Response to Comment N3-15: 

See Response to Comment L3-4. 
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9. While the DEIR is more than a simple compendium ofthe technical appendices, it 
should at leasl faithfully reflect the data and findings sel forth in those technical appendices. In 
more lhan a few instances, each of which is discussed below, the DEIR for the landfill expansion 
project is weirdly out of synch with the technical sludies that form its scientific backbone. This 
situation must be corrected before the DEIR can function as the public disclosure document 
iniended under CEQA. 

10. The Projecl seeks to obtain easement vacations from the City of San Diego, but 
no analysis is made with regard to the loss of private rights of access and other property interests 
to those parcel owners whose properties these easements intersect. The loss of property rights is 
a significant impact in economic terms to property owners and should be reviewed by this DEIR, 
as such actions are tantamount to eminent domain proceedings. 

11. The DEIR identifies a host of significant project impacts, but in mosl cases the 
document concludes that those impacts can be reduced to insignificant levels through 
implementation of various mitigation measures. On its face, this is a reasonable and typical 
position to take, provided evidence in the record demonstrates that the miligalion measures 
proposed will actually perform as promised. Tliis is where the SLI Landfill Expansion DEIR 
breaks down. Repeatedly, thc DEIR makes aggressive claims regarding ihe impact-blunting 
effects of various mitigation measures, but provides no technical data or other proof to back 
them up. 

12. On a number of occasions, the DEIR concludes that the mitigation measures 
necessaiy to reduce an impact to insignificance arc infeasible and, for that reason, will not be 
adopted as pan ofthe Miligation Monitoring Program. The DEIR, however, fails to articulate 
why the mitigalion measures are infeasible. It does not identify what economic, environmental 
or technical constraints prevent SLE from implementing thc measures in question. In mosl cases, 
the context suggests that the mitigation measures have been rejected on the basis of economic 
infeasibility. Such a determination, however, must be supported by substantial evidence in the 
record, including information regarding the profits SLI stands lo make once the expanded 
landfill is operational. Withoul these kinds of financial data, there is no way to test SLI's claims 
that certain mitigation measures are infeasible. 

In short, an adequate DEIR must bc "prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to 
provide decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which 
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences." (CEQA Guidelines §15151) If 
CEQA is scrupulously followed, the public will know the basis on which its responsible officials 
either approve or reject environmentally significant action, and thc public, being duly informed, 
can respond accordingly to action with which it disagrees, {Laurel Heights at p. 392) An 
environmental impact report "must include detail sufficient to enable those who did not 
participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues raised by the 
proposed project." {Id al p. 405) If an environmental impact report is intended to provide 
"accountability and serve[s] as an environmental alarm bell to agencies and the general public" 
then this DEIR fails this basic legal test and must be denied certification. 

Comment 
Letter N3 

(cont'd.) 

N3-16 

N3-17 

N3-18 

N3-19 

N3-20 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M, TINKOV, ESQ,, JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6,2008 (LETTER N3) (cominued) 

Response to Comment N3-16: 

Commeni noted. Responses to specific comments are lound below. 

Response to Comment N3-17: 

As shown in EIR Figure 4,1-3, SU has proposed new road easemenls to replace any that would be formally 

vacated as a result of this Project, Under the plan, all existing property owners in the East Elliott area 

would retain legal access to their properties. No loss of property rights is proposed or would occur. There 

are no significant impacts that result from the easemenl vacations. 

Response to Comment N3-18: 

Comment noled. 

Response to Comment N3-19: 

Commeni noted. 

Response to Comment N3-20: 

Commeni noted. 

San DicRii Office; 110 West "A" Sneel, Suite 7S0, Sail Diego, Califomia 92101.3532 
I'hirtie; 610-236-1201 Fm: 619-236-09*4 
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Comment 
paeE8of42 Letter N3 

(cont'd.) 

II. SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

All potential impacts must be analyzed in an environmental impacl report. (Kings County 
Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App. 3d 692). The DEIR fails to follow this 
fundamental tenet of CEQA. The following is a list of the DEIR's inadequacies which, though 
not exhaustive, points to a significant failure on Ihe part of the preparers to critically examine the 
impacts ofthe Project. 

Proiect Descriplion: 

1. According to §3.2.1, daily in-flow at the landfill is permitted to maximally accept 
3,965 tons, and a future maximum daily in-flow of 13,000 tons is proposed. All analyses of 
operational impacts presented in later sections ofthe DEIR are based on this maximum rate of 
daily in-fiow, and no analysis is made of the proposed intermediary haul limits. If the Project 
proposes to stage its construction, a criticai review of each stage is necessary to guage impacts. 

2. Appendix D3 slates that the tonnage of greens and C&D materials entering the 
site is to be counted by CIWMB and the LEA against the permit limits, unlike the existing 
system. As a result, SLI will be seeking changes to the daily tonnage for 2010 and 2025. 
According to Table I it appears that the total daily in-flow in 2010 would need lo be 12,000 tons 
ralher than 9,400 tons, and that in 2025 total daily tonnage would need to be 16,500 tons per day 
rather than the 13,000 tons cited in the Project Description. Therefore, one is left to wonder 
whether ihe proposal is requesting a permit to accept up to 13,000 Ipd of municipal solid waste 
or 16,500 Ions per day including 3,500 tpd of greens and C&D materials? Ifthc latter, this DEIR 
has failed to clearly describe the project and has failed to evaluate the actual proposal for 
poiential impacts. 

3. The DEIR has been prepared in such a way as to make the public's determination 
ofthe actual scope of work proposed difficult, ifnot impossible to understand. For instance, in 
the traffic study and the body ofthe DEIR, the Sycamore Landfill proposes to operate 24 hours a 
day/7 days a week, but, as if to hedge their bets, the Project is analyzed as operating only during 
current daytime working hours/6 days a week. There are even sections which dismiss the 24/7 
operation in favor of the existing hours and make no mention of the proposal to increase 
hours/days of operation. No rational analysis can be made of a Project which fails to describe its 
own described scope. 

4. SANDAG forecasts that the County, as a whole, will experience a population 
growth rate of approximately 25 percent over 2007 levels by 2030. If this is so, even with a 
near-term closure ofthe Miramar Landfill (which assumes the City will fail to expand Miramar 
Landfill , though such an assumption seems invalid at this point), it is unreasonable to expect 
that daily in-flow at the Sycamore Landfill would need to increase by more than 225 percent 
over current permitted levels. The DEIR provides no data to reflect Ihe purported need for an 

N3-21 

N3-22 

N3-23 

N3-24 

N3-25 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, 8> 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6,2008 (LETTER N3) (nnUniMd) 

Response to Comment N3-21; 

Commeni noted. 

Response to Comment N3-22: 

The comment is incorrect, Poiential differences in MSW intake may result in differences in environmental 

impacts relaied lo traffic, noise and air quality. In each of these analyses, one or more intermediate levels 

of intake between the present 3,965 Ipd and the requested future maximum of 13,000 tpd were addressed. 

Response to Comment N3-23: 

Both the traffic generalion tables in the LLG tiaffic report, EIR Appendix Dl (Tables 5-3, 5-4 and 5-5J and 

the traffic generation Table 4.4-3 in the EIR, page 4,4-8 are consistent. Both identify Project ADTs of 

3,040, 5,270 and 6,880 at Projecl approval, 2010, and 2025, Those ADTs include all traffic for all waste 

slreams to come to the landfill, as detailed in EIR Table 3,2-3 [page 3-32), The EIR evaluated the tonnage 

for alt waste streams. The Project description in Section 3.2.2.1 of the EIR explains that the LEA requested 

projections for tonnage and number of vehicles for all waste streams, not just municipal solid wasle. That 

tonnage is shown in Table 3,2-3 of the EIR, Also, it is referenced in the Traffic Study contained in Appendix 

D3, in which vehicle counts for the daily tonnages of recyclable materials such as green material and C&D 

material were included. Column 10 of Table 3,2-3 references the requesled daily tonnage limit of all 

materials received al the facility. 

Response to Comment N3-24: 

Please see Response to Comment L4-39 

Response to Comment N3-25; 

See Response lo Commeni L4-4. 

Sin Dietfi Office; 110 West ",V Sited, Suite 750, i™ Diego, Califomia 92101-3532 
I'lionc: 615-236-1201 Fax; 619-236-0944 
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expansion of any size, let alone one which would more than double its existing capacity when 
the population is expected to grow by only 25%. Clearly, the public cannot determine whether a 
project objective Is appropriate iflhe DEIR provides inadequate data to prove up Ihe necessity of 
the objective. Further, the failure to consider the Miramar Landfill's extension is improper as il 
should be considered a fulure project for the purposes ofthis DEIR. 

5. The DEIR cites eleven (11) separate objectives for the Sycamore Landfill Master 
Plan. The objectives arc remarkably narrow in scope, and appear to solely favor ihe Project, 
over any other possible altematives. Further, the objectives do not relate to the CIWMP which 
establishes the framework for solid waste management in the County. Thus, it seems that the 
Projecl's objectives do not implement the CiWMP vision for solid waste management. 

Land Use Impacts: 

i. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §l5125(d), the DEIR must discuss any 
inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans. 
Seclion 4.1,2,2 ofthe DEIR describes the Project as compliant with a 2006 Draft General Update 
for the City's General Plan. This is an inappropriate criteria for review, as CEQA Guidelines 
§15125(e) requires that the plan in effect at the time of the Notice of Preparation be studied. 

2. The Project fails to review its consistency with local/regional plans including the 
County Integraled Waste Management Plan (CIWMP). it is conceivable that the DEIR drafters 
failed lo review project consistency with the CIWMP because it refers to altemalive landfills, 
which does nol fit with the project proponent's desire to appear as the only potenliai resource for 
landfill dumping in the region. Clearly, the CIWMP provides for several other landfills, some of 
significant magnitude and capacity, such as the Gregory Canyon Landfill and the expansion of 
the Miramar facility, which have the potential to reduce or completely relieve any purported 
strain on the existing Sycamore LandfiU, 

3. It is unclear from the discussion on page 4.1-7 why most ofthe undeveloped 
landfill area has been excluded from the MHPA and is "white-holed." The entire site does not 
appear to be disturbed. It does not appear that the biological resources on the entirety ofthe 
property have been properly disclosed and conserved, in light ofthe Project site's central position 
wiihin the open-space MSCP land. Wilhout information regarding thc undeveloped (later Stage 
portions of the landfill) it is not possible lo determine what impacts thc proposed Master Plan 
expansion will have on the environmentally sensitive land surrounding property. 

4. No analysis is made of the storage methodology for intercepted hazardous 
materials. Without knowing the meaning of "temporary" storage on the site, or the meaning of 
"periodically" sending the hazardous wastes off-site, how can the public determine whether the 
polenlial impacts of this storage and shipment has been properly analyzed and impacts are less 
lhan significant? No information is presented as to how hazardous materials are stored, 
managed, handled or disposed of, leaving the reader with no analysis of these impacis. Nor is 
there any review ofthe onsile hazardous waste capacity or thc risks of fire, explosions, chemical 

San Diefio Office: 110 W»l "A" Srreec, Suite 750, San Dicgij, Califnn 
Phone: 619-236-1201 Tu; 619-236-0514 
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Letter N3 

(cont'd,) 

N3-25 
(cont'd.) 

N3-26 

N3-27 

N3-28 

N3-29 

N3-30 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6,2008 (LETTER N3) (eonUnuwq 

Response to Comment N3-26: 

SLI is a private landfill facility, the Project objectives reflect that fact. However, 6 of 11 Projecl objectives 

would assist the jurisdictions within San Diego County to achieve their source reduction recycling elements 

(SRREs) and to demonstrate thai 15 years of countywide or regional permitted solid waste disposal 

capacity would be available. The vision of the CiWMP is thus incorporated inlo the Project objectives. 

Response to Comment N3-27: 

The EIR analyzes any inconsistencies between the Project and the applicable general plans, including the 

generai plan that was in existence at the time of the NOP as well as the general plan that, although only 

proposed at Ihe time of the NOP, has since been adopted by the City, The purpose of the required 

analysis is to identify inconsistencies that should be evaluated to determine if they would resull in a 

significant environmental impact. Under Section 15125(d), EIRs are to analyze any "inconsistencies" with 

applicable plans; no analysis is required of the consistencies between the project and the plans. 

Using the guidelines of Section 15125(d), the EIR analyzes the only portions of the prior general plan that 

created potential inconsistencies; namely, the Stralegic Framework Plan and the relevant community plan, 

In addition, the EIR went further than it was required to go, and also evaluated the potential inconsistencies 

between the Project and the General Plan that was in draft form at some points of the project processing, 

but has since been adopted and is now applicable to the Project, 

Response to Comment N3-28: 

The contents of the CIWMP Siling Elemenl are summarized in EIR Sections 2,3.1.8, 3,2.1.5 and 3.2.3.2, 

EIR Section 3.2.3,2 slates that, for the Project to be approved, it must be found consistent with the CIWMP 

Countywide Siting Element by the San Diego LEA, and that Ihe LEA's consistency finding must be affirmed 

by the CIWMB, The proposed expansion is consistent wilh the 2005 San Oiego CIWMP Siting Element, 

The 2005 CIWMP anticipated the Sycamore Landfill would be expanded to a capacily of 162 mcy, which is 

essentially consistent with the 157 mcy described in the EIR, The CIWMP describes daily throughput at 

Sycamore at about 12.000 tons per day, similar lo the 13,000 Ions per day addressed in the EIR. The 

biggest difference is that the Siling Element assumed the daily throughput capacity would be available at 

Project approval. The Project includes a stepped increase of waste acceptance, which is specifically noted 

in Siting Element Table 3.4 footnote (2), but is not reflected in the body of the table itself. 

The Siting Element does include the proposed Gregory Canyon Landfill, but does not include the recent 

SWFP modification at Sycamore to increase daily tonnage or to recognize additional capacity. Also, the 
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Response to Comment N3-23; (cont'd.) 

Siting Element does not consider an expansion of the Miramar Landfill. Please see Response to Comment 

L4-4, which provides more detail on consistency wilh the CIWMP, and updates Siting Element information 

relaied lo the physical capacity and daily acceptance of the solid wasle sysiem in San Diego County, 

Response to Comment N3-29; 

The exclusion of the landfill site from the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) ("white-holed") was 

determined by the Resource Agencies and the Cily of San Diego at the time that the Multiple Species 

Conservation Program (MSCP) and MHPA were established, This was done since il was known at the 

lime the most of Ihe site was planned for landfill development, which would remove mosl of the nalive 

habitat remaining. The vast majority of the landfill site has been planned for landfilling since at least as 

early as the City's issuance of a conditional use permit in 1974, thus when the MSCP Subarea Plan and the 

MHPA were planned in the late 1990s, it was with the knowledge that the land was planned for landfilling 

and therefore would not be appropriate MHPA, hence the "white hole." The biological resources present on 

portions of the site that were planned for development under the exisiing landfill Staged Development Plan 

were idenlified and miligaled under MND and PDP/SDP 40-0765. A summary of impacts and mitigation 

determined under that pemiit is contained in EIR Appendix C4, in Volume 1 o( the Appendices, Biological 

resources within areas outside of the Staged Development Plan, but within the Project boundaries, are 

identified, addressed, and mitigated under this EIR. Remaining lands oulside the Master Plan disturbance 

boundaries but within the white-holed site would not be disturbed. As described in the EIR, direct Impacis 

associated with biological resources are being mitigated, and the only cumulatively significant biological 

impact is to native grasslands. See the discussion in Section 5 of the EIR. 

Response to Comment N3-30; 

The facility's Hazardous Materials Business Plan for Sycamore Landfill Inc, dated March 12, 2008 outlines 

Ihe location of temporary storage of hazardous materials including any hazardous wastes identified in the 

waste slream. The plan is referenced in the EIR and was made available at the City Clerk's office and/or 

Development Services Department or LEA during the comment period. This regulatory required pian 

outlines emergency procedures for safety, spill response and communicalion as well as structural 

containment for storage of these materials and indicates inspection frequency for these wastes as well as 

for other materials used on site such as diesel fuel, propane, waste oil, motor oils and antifreeze. The 

California Health and Safety Code defines "temporary" storage of hazardous materials and waste as 90 

days or less. The Hazardous Waste Exclusion Program, which also more fully describes the temporary 

storage of hazardous waste in more detail, and is contained in Appendix Oof the EIR, 
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Comment 
Letter N3 

escape'-or'otheT dangerous evenis which may arise due to the presence or handling of these 
hazardous materials, 

5. No consistency analysis is made with regard to the handling hazardous materials 
on the Projeci site with all ofthe applicable gencrai and regional plans. 

6. DEIR §4.1.4.2 conflicts with Environmentally Sensilive Lands (ESL) regulations 
where ihe City's Steep Hillside Guidelines Standard 2 states that "development shall bc designed 
to minimize grading." The DEIR maintains that this ESL policy "is not appiicabie to 
development of a landfill," but the conclusory statement docs not appear to be grounded on any 
exclusion made in the text of the Cily's guidelines. One must presume that thc City's ESL 
regulations and standards mean what they say, in which case thc Project, with its continuous 
grading activities, cannot be said to be in compliance. Instead, the DEIR's preparers state, as 
fact, the baseless conclusion that landfills are exempt to the ESL rules on grading, and that the 
Projecl is consisient with City policies. 

7. The Project proposed is nol in compliance with San Diego Municipal Code 
(SDMC) §131.0665 (Outdoor Amenities in Industrial Zones), which requires that in an IH zone 
(the Project is requesting a rezone to an IH-2-1 zone) "development on a premises thai exceeds 
10 acres in area shall include an outdoor eating and/or recreational facility. The outdoor amenity 
shall be at least 2,000 square feet in lotal area and shall bc developed as usable space." The 
Project has not proposed such an outdoor amenity, ihough it wouid seem to be required since the 
site is greater than 10 acres in area. Either the projecl description needs to bc modified or a 
variance ought to be added to the request. 

8. The DEIR failed lo perform a consistency analysis with the Mission Trails 
Regional Park Master Plan, which is a locai park with significanl views of the landfill. The 
Park's Master Plan and other guiding documents discuss the Sycamore Landfill, but the DEiR 
does not return the favor. This omission may result in the public missing an opportunity to 
review potentially significanl impacis on the park. 

Landform Alteration/Visual Quality Impacts: 

I. Figures 4,2-1, 4.2-3, and 4.2-4 purport to identify the areas from which ihe 
proposed landfill expansion will and will not be visible. These figures show a series of four 
topographic cross-section lines through the project site and surrounding areas. Figure 4.2-5 then 
presents the cross sections, calling out the areas from which the proposed landfill will not bc 
visible. Unfortunately, the figures are not accurate. In Figure 4.2-5, Sections A-A'. B-B' and 
D-D' clearly identify areas from which the completed landfill will not bc visible, while Figures 
4,2-1,13 and 4.2-4 do not identify these same areas with the PNV notation signifying "Project 
Generally Not Visible from this Area," The cross sections presented in Figure 4.2-5 may be 
representative of some cross sections somewhere, but not the cross section lines depicted in 
Figure 4,2-4. Therefore, eilher the mapping of areas of visibility on Figures 4.2-1, 4.2-3 and 4.2-

(cont'd.) 

N3-30 
(cont'd.) 

N3-31 

N3-32 

N3-33 

N3-34 

N3-35 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W W I H , ESQ,, KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3}(continued) 

Response to Comment N3'31: 

The landfill is an existing permitted facility operating in accordance with applicable regulations regarding the 

acceptance and handling of hazardous materials. This is described in the EIR in Table 1-1 and in Section 

7,6,1, The landfill would continue to operate under these applicable regulations. 

Response to Comment N3-32: 

The Project requests a deviation regarding grading as provided for in the City of San Diego Environmentally 

Sensitive Lands (ESL) regulations' alternative compliance provisions. This is discussed In Seclion 4.1,4.2 

of the EIR, which explains Ihat the landfill, because of its intrinsic characteristics and Ihat of the site, cannot 

comply with the strict steep slope regulations that were designed for other forms of land development. The 

Project would minimize its grading to the maximum extenl feasible. However, grading for an efficient, 

effective landfill operation is substantially different than the grading required for a residenlial or commercial 

development typically addressed under ESL, In addition, substantial acreage at the sile has developed 

since 1963 when the County began operating the landfill, and those historic grading operations already 

have exceeded the steep slope guidelines of ESL, For these reasons, Alternative Compliance, as 

described in LDC 143,0151, has been requested as one of the Cily approvals. The request for a deviation 

and use of Alternative Compliance has been added to the discussion of the requested entitlements on page 

1-14 of the Final EIR. 

Response to Comment N3-33: 

The Applicant is pursuing a deviation from ihe Outdoor Amenities in Industrial Zones requiremeni of San 

Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 131,0665. Such a deviation can be granted by City Council as part 

of the requested PDP. The requesled deviation has been added to the list of requested entitlements in 

Section 1.6 of the EIR, 

Response to Comment N3-34: 

The Project is not within the Mission Trails Regional Park (MTRP). Potential visual impacts of the Projecl 

have been addressed in the EIR's visual analysis, Chapter 4.2, pages 4.2-18, 4.247 and 4.2-48. As the 

comment indicates, the Master Development Plan for Mission Trails Regional Park (MTRP Plan) identifies 

the "500-acre sanitary landfill in Little Sycamore Canyon" as an encroachment on area "naturalness" (Park 

Plan, page Vlll-2). II does not contain any policies related to views of the Sycamore Landfill from the 

MTRP, however, olher than recommending that an analysis be prepared addressing 'ultimate reuse" of the 

landfill site, and identifying 'possible interrelationships with the regional park" (MTRP Plan, page 111-4}. The 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3) (conUnuid] 

Response lo Comment N3-34: (cont'd.) 

ultimate reuse of the site is as open space, and the on-site buildings have been designed to be consistent 

with the buildings at Mission Trails Regional Park. 

Response to Comment N3-35: 

Figure 4.2-5 provides the most detailed information on anticipated Project visibility, along the lines of four 

cross-sections passing through the proposed landfill landform. The areas with the grey shading show 

locations where, because of intervening topography, none of the landfill would be visible. The most 

important information plotted in Figures 4.2-1, 4.2-3 and 4,2-4 are the locations of various landscape unit 

types, the exisiing approved and proposed landfill plans, and the locations of various viewpoints from which 

photographs were taken and visual simulations were prepared. Those three figures also show generalized 

areas wiihin which little or no visibility of the future landfill is expected (labeled PNV, for 'Project Not 

Visible"). In general, those figures show that the completed landfill is expected to be visible from much of 

Santee, from the northeastern part of Mission Trails Regional Park, from the western side of Spring 

Canyon, and from Fanita Ranch. While the generalized "PNV" areas shown in Figures 4,2-1,.4,2-3 and 

4,2-4 may have minor visibility discrepancies compared to Figure 4.2-5, the PNV descriptions were 

intended lo provide general locations. Moreover, refinements wouid not result in any change in the EIR's 

conclusion thai the visual/landform impacts would be significant and unmitigable. 
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Commen 
Letter N3 

(cont'd.) 

N3-35 
(cont'd.) 

N3-36 

N3-37 

4 are wrong, the cross sections in Figure 4,2-5 are wrong, or they are all wrong. In short, this 
crilical and sensitive issue cannot bc reliably evaluated without the correct information. 

2. In §4.2,2,4. no basis is provided for concluding that viewers, from the nearby 
school properties, including students, teachers, parents and visitors, will only have views for a 
"short duration." Instead, thc DEIR presumes that all viewers on such site arc focused on 
matters other than their surroundings. Apparently, the DEIR preparers believe that during 
recess, outdoor learning activities, and sporting events all persons on ihe premises will avert 
their eyes from the mountain of trash loomingovcr thc natural hilltops in the area. These 
sensitive receptors are dismissed as being different from those engaged in other forms of active 
and passive recreation viewing the landfill; but from a visual impact perspective they arc 
indistinguishable. 

3. Thc DEIR mentions views from the Carleton Oaks Country Club, and shows a 
photographic view from the property as il purportedly exists today, but fails to show how the 
addition of several hundred feet of garbage on top ofthe existing landfill summit and elsewhere 
will affeel the visual quality ofthis active recreation area. This is perhaps because lhc golf 
course is mostly within the bounds of thc City of Santee. Note, however ihat while over 70 acres 
of the course is owned by the City of San Diego, and the remainder of the property is within thc 
City of Santee's boundaries. 

4. In §4.2.2.5, the DEIR emphasizes that only public viewpoints were evaluated in 
ihe DEIR because neither die City nor CEQA protect private views. This presumption is without 
basis in fact and law. The City's visual significance criteria makes no such distinction and the 
courts have ruled that significant impacts on private views must be analyzed under CEQA. 
(Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn. v Montecilo Water Dist., (2004) 116 Cal. App. 4lh 
396), Further, private views appear to bc of significance to the City, as thc City's nuisance 
laws, which are fashioned on Califomia Civil Code Section 3479 el seq., which states that 
"Anything which is... is indecent or offensive to thc senses, or an obstruction to the free use of 
properly, so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life... is a nuisance." The 
presence of a trash heap over 1,000 feet tall can be reasonably regarded as offensive to the 
senses, and interruptive of "the comfortable enjoymcni of life." Further, the City's Municipal 
Code proscribes public nuisances to private parties which arc defined as "any condiiion caused, 
mainlained or permitted to exist which constitutes a threat to... a neighborhood, communily or to 
any considerable number of persons, {See §11.0210 and §12.0204) It is contradictory then that 
Ihe DEIR fails to analyze impacts on private views given thc controlling law on the subject. 
Moreover, a failure to study these potenliai impacts greatly limits ihe ability of the public to 
deiermine what landform alterations may affect their private property, ihus giving no 
consideration for readers to make a reasoned conclusion as lo the scope ofthe Project. There is 
no description or list of those private views which would bc visually affected and therefore one 
cannot determine the significance of thc Project's impacts on them, ihough the DEIR does 
briefly mention their existence. 

5. On page 4.2-39, the DEIR states that "Thc 21 new transmission line siruciures on 
the eastern slope of Spring Canyon would also be visible to hikers, runners and bicyclists N 3 " 3 9 

Sun Diego Office; 110 Wor "A" Srtwe. Suile 750. Sm Tilcgo, Cilifcinm 92101-3531 
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N3-38 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, S 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6,2008 (LETTER N3) (coniinutd) 

Response to Comment N3-36: 

The EIR determined that the impacis from Ihe Project to visual quality were significant and unmitigated, 

despite mitigalion requiring contour grading, vegetation and other measures to reduce the impacts on all 

viewers. 

Response to Comment N3-37: 

As Section 4,2 of the EIR shows, viewpoints within the City of Santee were considered in the EIR, The EIR 

analyzed a number of viewpoints, including 13 viewpoints lhal were within the boundaries of the Cily of 

Santee, all of which were carefully selected based in large part on input from slaff at the City of Santee. 

Moreover, the EIR concluded that impacts from the Project to views would be significanl and unmitigated, 

so it did not altempt to downplay any view impacts regardless of the location of the viewer. 

Response to Comment N3-38: 

See Response to Comment L4-53, 

Response to Comment N3-39: 

EIR Appendix V I , page V-23, provides data lo substantiate the generalized statemenls made in the EIR 

text regarding the number of visitors, and their activity level. The "unofficial" character of Ihe trail may have 

a bearing on the numbers of trail users; if so. that degree of use factor was considered in the analysis. See 

Appendix V I . in addilion, the transmission lines thai exist loday at the landfill are visible to hikers, bikers 

and runners who use the nearby trails, so the view of transmission lines would continue to exist in the same 

general area, just along the side of the landfill rather than diagonally through it. 
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LAW OFFICES OF LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA & PEAK, LLP 

following the existing but unapproved trail in Spring Canyon. However this was found to not 
constitute a significant visual impact because ofthe unofficial status ofthe trail, the relatively 
low number of visitors 10 the area, the activity level ofthe visitors...." Thc DEIR provides no 
dala backing up "low number of visitors" nor their "activity level." It is simply a groundless 
conjecture that there is no significanl visual impacts. Further, the status of a trail, whether 
official or not, does not dictate the quality ofihe visual aesthetics of an area; to the contrary, it 
may be ihat an unofficial trail is more pristine and nalural than an official one, and therefore thc 
imposition of additional man-made, large metallic structures would tend lo have an even greater 
significance with regard to visual impacis. 

Traffic Impacts; 

1. The traffic/circulaiion analyses arc obsolete, and illustrative ofa Projeci that has 
been in process for approximately five years without benefil of regular updates lo all lechnical 
studies. The freeway volumes ciled in §4.4 of the DEIR and thc associated Technical Reports in 
Appendices Dl, D2, D3 and D4 appear to be based on 1999 counts, rather lhan available 2006 
counts. The future volumes are based on projecdons made at least five years ago with equally 
old land use and network assumptions. The traffic analysis should not only validate lhal site 
generation has not changed since 2003 (or 1999 for the freeways), but also empirically establish 
that area iraffic patterns and planned development have not changed in thc last five to nine years 
so that projeclions of future conditions are both currenl and accurate. Further, it is surprising 
that the tratTic study is based upon a single day's manual Iraffic counts in August of 2003 (when 
school was out), for a project of ihis magnitude. It would seem ihat appropriate measures Would 
include traffic study over several days, with school in session, and the usc of automatic counters 
(e.g. rubber strips) rather than manual counting, which cannot be recorded and is prone to 
significant error. Therefore, it is clear that traffic study was inadequate at thc lime of its 
preparation, and is now both deficient and outdated. 

2. Since the traffic study was formulated in 2003, thc DEIR continuously it refers to 
"future" actions, other projects and condilions al the Sycamore Landfill as occurring in 2007. 
Further, the weakness ofthe traffic analysis is made more clear by virtue ofthe fact that we now 
have the ability to check these "projections" against real traffic conditions. When such a check 
is performed, one finds that the projections fall well short of ihe actual vehicle counts. In other 
words, the existing conditions vary significantly from the predictions of the DEIR. Thus, the 
Iraffic modeling is incorrect and needs to be revised. 

3. In Section 4.4.1.1 ofthe DEIR, the traffic analysis assumes, withoul evidentiary 
support, thai the vast majority of project-generated vehicle trips will use SR-52 and ihen disperse 
wilhout relying on surface streets except in the immediate vicinity of the landfill. This 
assumption artificially minimizes the size of lhc study area. As a result, a totai of only four 
arterial and/or surface sirect intersections are analyzed in addilion to the freeway ramps at Mast 
Boulevard and the freeway itself. This woefully understated scope ofthe potenliai impacts is 
unreasonable given the Project's goal of becoming the primary depository of municipal solid 
waste generated throughout thc entire County of San Diego. Since thc Project would increase 

N3-39 
(cont'd.) 

N3-40 

N3-41 

N3-42 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER NSKcontinn.d} 

Response to Comment N3-40: 

The traffic volumes were conducled in August 2003. The traffic-count consultants reviewed the driveway 

geometries, and, based on Ihe width of Ihe driveway and the percenlage of heavy vehicles, recommended 

against using tubes. Accuracy is compromised with multiple-axle Irucks striking the tubes al an angle al 

the mouth of the driveway. There was also a high likelihood of the tubes being dislodged or damaged due 

to the weight of the vehicles. Therefore, manual counts were conducled for every hour of daily operation, 

which also provide the ability to deiermine hourly distribution to and (rom the driveway. Also, manual 

counts produce records just as tube counts do, and Ihese are provided in Appendix D. Finally, a single day 

of data collection is the standard for intersection counts in San Diego County. 

To account for Ihe school traffic, Ihe Augusi counts were augmented by additional counts conducted when 

school was in session, and the resulting analysis therefore included school trips, 

LLG shared concems that traffic volume counts were in excess of 2-3 years, LLG prepared the validation 

memo referenced in Appendix B, This memo shows that counts conducled in February 2006 were 

between 4% and 23% lower in five of six peak hours counted at Ihe interchange and Project driveway. The 

sixth peak hour showed an (ncrease of 8%, which is within the 10% envelope of daily vanation generally 

accepted as normal fiuctualion by traffic engineering professionals. 

Response to Comment N3-41: 

The commenter makes global generalizations about the validity of "projections' bul does nol identify 

specifics (e.g., trip generation, "modeling", analysis results, miligation measures, etc.). While the study was 

initiated in 2002/2003, LLG and the Project team worked steadily on the analysis and miligalion measures 

throughout the duration of the study, which was completed in 2006. The study slates the dates of 

perishable elements, such as traffic counts, and the study also states approach taken to derive fulure traffic 

projections. The baseline is established al the time of the NOP, Again, the approach of the traffic study 

was very conservative, and LLG is confident that, if anything, the resulting impacts are overstated ralher 

than understated, 

Response to Comment N3-42: 

As the commenter states, the Sycamore Landfill is a regional facility. Not stated is that the Project is 

situated immediately adjacent to the regional-serving Stale Route 52 and its interchange. Not surprisingly, 

the vasl majority of traffic to/from the facilily would be via the adjacent State Route and interchange, The 

Project distribution is based on the applicant's projections of future waste haul routes, LLG does not 

believe that future increases in regional waste would somehow result in wasle haulers' desire to use 

San Diego Office: 110 Wisi "A"Srr«r, Suirt TSO.Sm Diego, Culifomii WIOl-3532 
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PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3) (eanunutd] 

Response to Comment N3-42: (cont'd.) 

surface streets east of the site rather than the adjacent SR-52 and interchange. Furthermore, the Project 

team discussed primary elements of the draft study, including the study area, with key City of Santee staff 

including the City Manager, the City Engineer and the City's on-call environmental consultants, and none of 

them ever expressed concerns that further arterials in the City should be examined. Finally, the regional 

SANTEC/ITE guidelines state that intersections should be considered for evaluation if the Project adds 50 

or more peak hour directional trips. A review of the Project traific at the study area's easterly-most 

intersection (Mast Boulevard/Cuyamaca Street) shows that less than 50 peak hour trips are forecasted, 

indicating that Ihe study area is indeed sufficienl, 
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Comment 
Page n of42 Letter N3 

(cont'd.) 

trip generation to^nd^rQTO.(he landfill site by nearly 350 percent over the counted levels in the 
five-year old ffaffic studj, il isxRFficult to comprehend how such a small "impact radius" could 
properly be set as the study area, especially in light ofthe fundamental regional significance and 
implications of the Project. The geographical scope of impacts analysis is inadequate because no 
evidence or rationale is given supporting the decision to limit analysis. (Kings County Farm 
Bureau v City of Hanford at p. 724). 

4. Section 4.4.1.1 ofthe DEIR reports that 25 percent of existing landfill traffic uses 
surface streets, based on a single day of traffic counts at the landfill in January of 2003, 
However, the report then projects that only^ive percenl of future landfill traffic will use surface 
streets. This is not justified based on the evidence presented and is inconsistent with the claims 
presented in Appendix D4 "Validation of 2003 Peak Hour Volumes" which concludes that traffic 
volumes and pattems have not significantly changed. This assumption seems particularly self! 
serving when increasing congestion on SR-52 would be expected to encourage more drivers to 
and from the Iandfiii to seek relief on surface streets. 

5. Appendix Dl states that "[f]or die purposes of thc analysis, the exisiing 
dislribution pattern was refined further by factors in fiiture projections provided by Sycamore 
Landfill, which accounts for the increased business expected elsewhere in the City and County 
of San Diego." In effect then, the data used for the traffic analysis is based upon the project 
proponents own business plans, rather than third-party, objective data with underlying scicnlific 
or technical pinnings. This is completely inappropriate and represents little more than a black 
box system For determining of potential Projecl traffic impacts. 

6. The DEIR bases the passenger car equivalence (PCE) factor on the existing truck 
size. This is misleading given the projecl's anticipated growth - growth which assumes closure 
of other county landfills. The PCE factor should reflect the assumed future truck mix and be 
consistent with the tonnage capacily. 

7. The DEIR's PCE factor of 2.0 is too low because it includes non-ticketed 
vehicles. Including these vehicles yields a PCE of 1.8 which makes an assumption of 2.0 seem 
conservative, but their exclusion yields a PCE of 2.42—warranting a PCE of 2.5 or greater. A 
more conservative analysis would have used a PCE of 2.75 or 3.0 and would have not assumed a 
linear increase over existing driveway counts, as found on page 16 of Appendix Dl, since the 
number of employees and passenger cars apparently are not assumed to increase with increased 
daily tonnage capacity. This failure to account for additional future impacts and the gross 
underestimation of ihe PCE figure limit the potential for accurately determining the Project's 
traffic impacts. 

8. Each of Mitigation Measures 4.4.1, 4.4.2, 4.4.3, 4.4.4 and 4.4,5 are based on 
average daily traffic volumes without conversion to an appropriate PCE value. As a result, while 
the traffic impact analyses were based on a conversion of refuse truck trips to passenger car 
equivalents — purportedly in order to measure more accurately what the actual impacts could 
bc — mitigation appears to be proposed on a one truck equals one car basis (a PCE of 1.0) which 

N3-42 
(cont'd.) 

N3-43 

N3-44 

N3-45 

N3-46 

N3-47 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6,2008 (LETTER N3) [continiiad) 

Response to Comment N3-43: 

A number of factors went into the Iraffic consultants' determination of the percentage of landfill traffic 

predicted to use surface streets versus SR-52, Looking at the demographics of the region, only residential 

and commerdal collection trucks currently use surface streets to access a landfill. Appendix 04 "Validation 

of 2003 Peak Hour Volumes' indicates thai the current percenlage using surface streets has not changed, 

because wastes continue to come to the landfill from the same demographic area that has been bringing 

waste to SU in the past. Upon the closure of Miramar Landfill, however, all of the waste that had been 

received at Miramar Landfill to the west would shift to Sycamore Landfill, unless Gregory Canyon Landfill 

has opened. Even when Gregory Canyon Landfill opens, the region still depends on the expansion of the 

Sycamore Landfill to meel its capacily needs. It is clear that a vast majority of the vehicles that are 

currently going to Miramar would travel SR-52 from the wesl to the east to Sycamore Landfill to dispose of 

their wastes. Therelore, the volume of wastes received from the surrounding areas was not increased at 

the same rate as Ihe volumes of wastes received in the future from areas further away. The only significan! 

unmitigated impact for traffic in the EIR is the increased traffic volume on SR-52. It would therefore seem 

contradictory to assume that by placing increased volume on SR-52 would be "particularly self-serving." 

Waste traveling from great distances to gel to Ihe landfill would not take surface streets, but would attempt 

lo lime shift their travel to avoid peak periods. Mitigation measure 4.4.5d attempts lo accomplish such lime 

shifting. 

Response to Comment N3-44; 

There is no manual for distribution of landfill traffic. Traffic distribution was based on actual counts of 

exisiing landlill operations, reasonably foreseeable changes to disposal options, e.g., closure of Miramar 

Landfill, and sources of waste volume, e.g., use of transfer stations and surrounding communities, and 

input from the Applicant, This information was compiled by the professional traffic engineering firm of 

Linscott, Law S Greenspan (LLG), and reviewed and approved by the traffic engineers at the Cily of San 

Diego, with input from the City ot Santee, See also Response to Comment N3-43 above. 

SLI is operating an existing business, and maintains detailed records of its historic business profiles, its 

existing customers, and its anticipated operations, all of which help ensure the accuracy of the data. 

Response to Comment N3-45; 

The EIR assumes the future truck mix, The passenger care equivalent (PCE) used is conservative. See 

Appendix E of Appendix Dl for evidence demonstrating the appropriateness of using a PCE of 2,0. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6,2008 (LETTER N3) (coniinLjad) 

Response to Comment N3-46: 

As described in the EIR in section 4.4.1.2 G, Methodology, applying a PCE to passenger cars means that 

for each passenger car included in the base traffic counl, two cars were considered for analysis. In other 

words the entire number of actual expected vehicles, whether passenger cars or trucks, was multiplied by 

2.0 to take into accounl the slower-moving trucks. Contrary to what the commenter implies, the EIR did 

use a linear increase of passenger cars and other delivery vehicles over existing driveway counts, and it is 

in fact more conservative since it assumes the total number of vehicles Increases proportionally to the 

number of waste trucks, which is not anticipated to happen. It therefore overestimates total vehicles, which 

are also multiplied by the PCE of 2.0, 

As stated in the EIR, recent studies within San Diego Counly for the Gregory Canyon Landfill and Ihe 

Miramar Landfill used PCE adjustments of 1,5 and 2,0 respectively. Using a PCE of 2.0 (or this Project is 

reasonable and consistent with industry practice. 

LLG believes that using a linear approach (as opposed to a "fleet-mix" or "fleet-specific" approach) 

produces a gross overestimation of traffic, since all trips are increased linearly with tonnage, and all trips 

are "penalized" with a PCE factor. 

Response to Comment N3-47: 

The mitigation is correct. The mitigation measures are triggered by tickets, which account for the vast 

majority of heavy truck trips to and from the landfill, ADT is also included to catch lighter vehicles. PCE 

was used in the analysis to identify Ihe triggers. 

000190 
Sycamore Landfill Moster Plon Final EtR RTC-185 September 2008 



LAW OFFICES OF LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA Sc PEAK, LLP Page U of 42 

has the effect o&appreciably reducing mitigation specifications and the associated mitigation 
improvemenl costs. 

9. DEIR Section 4.4.1.1 attempts to describe the "ticket" traffic count methodology, 
bul it is difficult to comprehend and likely to produce significanl error given that the waste 
delivery vehicles range greatly in size, speed, and quantity. The usc of a PCE is practicable 
when ihe majority of transit can be expected lo be of single vehicle type which has no fonnal 
traffic guidelines imposed upon its usage. !n this instance, however, a more precise 
methodology should be employed, such as a limit on axles. The axle count can be done simply, 
by SLI employees, and takes no more lime than the granting of a ticket, all the while providing a 
better analysis ofthe actual usage ofthe site. 

10, Appendix D3 stales that 431 tickets were pulled on January 9th, 2003, and a totai 
of 3,962 tons of waste was delivered, for an average of 9.19 tons of all waste delivered per 
vehicle. However, Ihe traffic study uses a factor of eight (8,0) tons of municipal solid wasle 
(MSW) per vehicle. Assuming that the 431 tickets identified on January 9th, 2003 were also 
only carrying MSW, that is, vehicles carrying no greens and C&D materials, as is mentioned 
elsewhere in the DEIR, then only 3,190 tons were brought in by ihe 431 tickets, at a rate of 7.4 
tons per vehicle. If so, why does the DEIR dilute the proposal's trip generation potential by 
using a factorof 8.0 tons per vehicle rather lhan the 7.4 tons per vehicle actually monitored five 
years ago? 

Comment 
Letter N3 
, (cont'd.) 

N3-47 
(cont'd) 

N3-48 

11. It is uncertain whether the proposed limit of 13,000 tons of daily in-flow includes 
greens and C&D materials or whether the real project includes 13,000 tons perday of MSW plus 
an additional 3,500 tons per day of greens and C&D malerial, as well 300 loads of aggregate 
extraction export. If the latter scenario is true, then the DEIR should - but does not - analyze it. 

12. Appendix D3 claims that 30 percent (129J ofthe 431 ticket-pulling vehicles 
carried greens material (though no evidence of data supporting this number is provided) and 
suggests that the number of vehicles carrying greens material would increase at a rate of 3.0 
percent per year (again, no actual statistical data is provided for this assumption, so it is difficult 
to determine whether this prediction is conservative or speculative). Based upon ihe DEIR 
figures, if on January 9, 2003, 129 vehicles hauled in 626 tons of greens material this comes to 
an average of 4,84 tons per vehicles. Next, assuming the 129 vehicles increase at a rate of 3.0 
percent per year and still carry 4.84 tons per vehicle of greens, only about 663 tons of greens 
materia! should be expected in 200S, not the 946 tons presented in Appendix D3. This needs to 
be revised to show data which supports the assumptions made and to correct for mathematical 
errors which creaie the appearance that nearly 50% of additional storage capacity is necessary to 
accommodate disposal of greens material, 

13. DEiR §4.4.1.2 makes very aggressive future roadway improvement assumptions, 
including significant mainline freeway and meter rate improvements. Needless lo say, if the 
cited improvements do not get constructed by the time this proposal is implemented, very 
different resulting traffic congestion conditions from those forecast in the DEIR will result. 
Those condilions have not been disclosed by the DEIR, and yet, as Ihe Project is worded in the 

N3-49 

N3-50 

N3-51 

N3-52 

Sun Dicgci Office: 110 West " f t " Slreei, Smlc 750. San Ditgo, tlalifomii 92101-3S32 
1'hont: 619-236-1201 Pm: 619-236-09+4 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M, TINKOV, ESQ,, JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3) (conilnUedl 

Response to Comment N3-43: 

EIR Section 4.4.1,2 describes the concept of tickets. Table 3,2-4 shows the total number of tickets thai 

would be issued in column 14, Because the Applicant is required lo track and report tickets, tickets are an 

effeclive way to monitor for mitigation requirements. 

Response to Comment N3-49: 

As indicated by Ihe commenter and as shown in Appendix D3 Table 1, 3962 tons of material were accepted 

on January 9, 2003, induding 3,190 tons of municipal solid waste (MSW), 626 tons of greens and 146 tons 

of C&D materials for disposal in the landfill. The total tickets amounted to 431 that day, which yields an 

average rate of 9,19 tons per vehicle, as the commenter noted. The raw data in EIR Appendix D2, 

Appendix E, Allachmenl A titled "Ticket Type Summary" for January 9, 2003 shows that of the 431 tickets 

that day. 130 were green material loads and 21 were C&D material for a total of 151 non-MSW tickels. The 

remaining trips were MSW vehicles which amount to 431 lotal - 130 greens - 21 C&D = 280 tickets of 

MSW. The average weight per MSW load was therefore 3,190 tons/280 vehicles = 11,4 tons per vehicle. 

The traffic analysis and EIR use a factor of 8 tons per vehicle which is conservative, since it results in 

projections of more vehicles (hence more truck trips) than would an analysis using nine tons per vehicle for 

the combined waste received or for the MSW vehicles. 

Response to Comment N3-50: 

Table 3,2-3 in the Project Description in Chapter 3 indicales that the proposed limit of 13,000 tons per day 

is for MSW only and that with other recyclables added, the total is 16,700 tons per day. The traffic study 

includes and analyzes these ancillary recyclable materials in addition to the MSW as part of its analysis. 

Response to Comment N3-51: 

Evidence of the number of greens vehicles is found in Attachment A in Appendix 02. The footnote on page 

3-31 of the EIR indicates that, in accordance with the CIWMB Siting Element, the annual increase of 

disposal demand in the County would increase at approximately 2.9% per year. A similar 3% factor was 

used for recycling. 

Response to Comment N3-52; 

The traffic study makes reasonable assumptions of future network improvements for various future year 

scenarios, many of which are mitigalion measures of the Project that occur in the preceding development 

phase. The Cily of San Diego has provided specific direction as to whal improvements should be 

considered for the interim and future scenarios and requires the improvements to be minimally assured. 
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Response to Comment N3-52: (cont'd.) 

The Caltrans freeway improvements are based on estimates published on the Caltrans and SANDAG 

websites. The future increases in ramp meter rates are based on existing traffic demand, which the 

standard of practice in the region, The on-ramp queue referenced in Table 4.4-13 (EIR Seclion 4.4.2.2 E) 

is a computer-generated estimate with an associaled delay of less than 10 minutes. Delays of less than 10 

minutes would be less than significant. Nevertheless, long-term impacts until closure would be significant 

and unmitigable. 
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DEIR, it would proceed regardless (for instance, the improvement of SR-52 need not be 
completed, but ralher that the City Engineer be satisfied ihat the SR-52 improvemenl has been 
approved by Caltrans in order to allow the Project to expand further. Given that Caltrans projecl 
can run upwards of 5-10 years for major improvements, there must bc a full analysis of the 
potential impacts ofthe expansion prior to the completion ofthe improvemenls). No Project 
approval for expansion should be granted before the necessary infrastmcture is in place in order 
to fully miligate impacts. According to the DEIR itself, failure to do so could resull in vehicle 
queues running over a mile long. 

14. Miligation Measure 4.4.5a states that thc freeway improvements shall be assured 
to thc City Engineer's satisfaction "(pjrior to landfill expansion to 2,150 tickets..." The traffic 
sludy is based on maximum landfill trip generation of 1,925 tickels in 2025 including 300 
aggregale trucks. Expansion of the landfill to 2,150 tickels has not been analyzed in the QEIR 
and is not a pari ofthe Project Descriplion. 

15. Impacis 4.4.3 and 4.4.5 assume meter rates of approximately 2,400 for the Mast 
Boulevard on-ramp lo the westbound SR-52, despite the freeway operating at LOS F(3) 
conditions, which is inconsistent wilh freeways operating at such high levels of congestion. 
Wilhout evidence pointing to a meter rate of 2,400, it appears that the assumption is 
unjustifiable, 

16. In Seclion 4.4.2.4, lhc DEiR rcfera to a Tabic 3.2-5 which is nol attached. Iflhe 
reference was intended to have been made to Table 3,2-4, it shouid be noted that there is an 
inconsistency wiihin that lable as it forecasts 113 vehicles bringing in the greens material in 
2010 which is less lhan the 130 vehicles claimed to be carrying this material currently (in olher 
words, the figure does nol take into accounl the growth rate of 3 percent per year as claimed on 
page 4.4-5), Furthermore, this number assumes that 113 vehicles will cany 1,713 tons of greens 
malerial, which would bc the equivalent of 15.16 Ions per vehicle—much greater than thc 
assumed capacity of 8.0 tons per vehicle. 

Biology Impacts: 

1, Several ofthe biotic surveys found in the Biological Resources review (Seclion 
4.3 ofthe DEIR) were performed in 2000-2003 wilh little or no update to represent present day 
conditions. 

2. Al page 4.3-1, the DEiR states that it is using biological conditions extant in 2000 
as its "existing condilions" baseline for purposes of evaluating proj ect-related biology impacts. 
According to the DEIR, SLI has taken this approach because the 2003 Cedar Fire destroyed 
much ofthe then-existing habitat and not enough time has past for the natural habitat matrix to 
grow back. The DEIR then goes on to state: "Ifthc habiiat composition has changed since the 
2003 Cedar Fire, it is likely that native habitat, that was intact prior to the fire, has since been 
converted to non-native grassland, or is now dominated by other non-native species." While we 
agree there is some benefit in referring to pre-fire site conditions for purposes of anticipating 

Sin Dicgrj Office: UO Wf n "A" Sticci, Smic 750, San D\c^ . Califnmii 92101-3532 
Phone: 619-23G-1201 Fm; 619-236-0944 

Comment 
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(cont'd.) 

N3-52 
(cont'd.) 

N3-53 

N3-54 

N3-55 

N3-56 

N3-57 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ,, KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3) (centlniwq 

Response to Comment N3-53: 

Section 4,4,1.2 E and Appendix D3 of the EIR state that aggregate trucks are assumed to cease operalion 

in year 2020. Therefore, the 300 aggregate truck tickets do nol count against the year 2025 landfill traffic 

thp generalion, since their operation would have ceased upon the completion of extraction of aggregate 

(rom the base of the facility. 

Response to Comment N3-54: 

LLG used the prevailing standard of practice to determine ramp meter flow-rates, described in detail in 

Seclion 8.3 of Ihe Traffic Impact Analysis, The flow-rate was eslablished based on opening day volume, 

taken from Figure 10-2 (Year 2010 volumes). These volumes include 'permilled' Sycamore Landfill traffic 

volumes (620 tickets' worth of traffic), lo which a PCE of 2,0 is applied, resulling in ihe approximately 2,400 

peak trips shown. 

It could be argued Ihat Ihe effect of PCE is minimal in the context of a ramp meler analysis, since the 

cumbersome operaiional characteristics of the heavy vehicles that the PCE attempts to quantify are not as 

pronounced as when heavy vehicles are accelerating or decelerating to/from free-flow speeds, or 

negotiating freeway grades - vehicle operalions that the PCE was originally developed to help represent. 

Thus, if PCE has a negligible effect given Ihe already slow movement of traffic through a ramp meter, then 

the flow-rates used would be lower (taking out PCE), and the volumes analyzed would also be tower (again 

taking out PCE), Conversely, if PCE-voIumes are to be analyzed, PCE-affected flow rates also should be 

used. 

Response to Comment N3-54: (contu) 

Ullimalely, significance is based on delay, wilh a 15-minute threshold. The analysis in question showed an 

8-minute delay calculalion, which is 53% of Ihe lotal capacity available within that 15-minule envelope. 

This delay component (not the queue) is why no significanl cumulative impacis were calculated. 

Response to Comment N3-55: 

The commenter is correct that Ihe reference should be lo Table 3,24, The base value for greens intake at 

Projecl approval would be 650 tons per day. very similar to the commenter's value of 663 tons per day. 

With application of a 3% growlh rale per year, projections for greens in 2028 was calculated at 1,246 tons 

per day, as shown in Table 3,2-3, Projected growth is related to the daily tonnage, not the number of 

vehicles. See also Response to Comment N3-51. Regarding the weight of greens per vehicle, the 
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Response to Comment N3-55; iconiu) 

commenler's statement concerning 113 vehicles in 2010 carrying 732 tons of greens [as shown in Table 

3,2-3), that tonnage would result in 6,5 tons per vehicle, not 15.16. 

Response to Comment N3-56: 

See Response to Comment N2-1, The EIR acknowledges the presence of protected species on-sile, and 

includes data relevant to the existing conditions present on-site at the lime the NOP was published. 

Compliance with the legally required provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act were recognized as 

mandatory (EIR Seclion 4.3.4,2 A) and such compliance would avoid significant impacts to all migratory 

birds, whether known on-site or not (EIR Section 4,3,4,3 A). No further mitigation is required. 

Response to Commeni N3-57: 

See Response to Comment N2-1. 
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Comment 
pasei6of42 Letter N3 

(cont'd.) 

whal will*eventually! ^roff back in the impact area if thc project were not implemented, wc 
disagre? that lift city and SLI have no obligation to survey the site currently and provide a full, 
accurate description of biological conditions at thc site as they exist today. In the absence of an 
up-to-date survey of existing habitat and species, there is no guarantee that Ihe DEIR has 
adequately identified all sensitive planis and animals that may be affected by the project. Nor is 
there any way to confirm the very speculative statement that natural habitat in thc bum areas 
have been colonized by non-nalive species. Given that biology surveys are routine for this kind 
of project, and given that no such survey has been conducted at the site in more than four years 
(i.e., prior to thc Cedar Fire), the City should have required a new survey as part of this DEIR. 
Failing to do so renders the documeni inadequale under CEQA. What the DEIR assumes arc 
''existing conditions" are simply not "existing conditions." 

3. As indicated above, many ofthe technical sludies used on which the EIR relies 
were performed more than four years ago. The biology section, for example, is based site 
surveys conducled by Merkel & Associates in 2001 and additional survey conducted by RECON 
in August 2003, RECON did perform two surveys in 2005, but these were done solely lo update 
data on ihe Quino Checkerspot Butterfly. The decision nol to perform a new and complete 
biological resource survey oflhe silc is all the more remarkable in light ofthe Cedar Fire of 
October 2003, which bumed large areas ofthe subject property. Although mosl scientists expect 
lhal lhc prc-firc resources will return, there is also the possibility ihat new plants and habitai 
matrices - including some lhal require thc heat of wildfires to generate - have sprouted up, thus 
adding new species to thc paiettc. Without an updated, comprehensive survey, there is no way lo 
know ifthis has occurred. Nor can one delerrnine ifthc proposed projecl will adversely affect 
ihese potentially sensilive, but prcviously-unreported, species, 

4. At thc top of page 4.3-6, the DEIR states that "[mjosl of the nalive vcgctalion 
within and immediately adjacent to Sycamore Landfill was bumed during the Cedar Fire in 
October 2003. Table 3.4-1, however, indicates that only 17.8 acres of the landfill's land area 
(totaling 652.5 acres) constitute "bum area." These statements seem in conflict. If they can be 
reconciled, this should bc explained clearly in the DEIR. 

5. In thc second paragraph of page 4,3-6, thc DEIR indicates that coastal sage scrub, 
chaparral, and riparian communities have already begun to recover in the areas bumed in the 
2003 Cedar fire, and that within thc landfill area, native western sycamore and laurel sumac have 
likewise resprouied in thc fire impact zone. These data tend to rebut the EIR's earlier statement, 
set forth on page 4.3-1, that habitat in the bum areas "likely" has been converted to non-nalive 
species. Such contradictory statements leave the reader (1) confused and (2) less lhan confident 
that the information in Ihe DEIR is accurate. 

6. On page 4.3-15, thc DEIR indicates that thc Merkel field survey, conducted in 
2001, identified only three sensitive species on-site: the coastal Califomia gnatcatcher 
(Polioptila californica), the grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum perpallidus), and 
ihe weslem spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus hammondi). This statement, however, misrepresents the 
Merkel survey and grossly underreports the many sensilive species observed by Merkel during 

N3-57 
(cont'd) 

N3-57a 

N3-58 

N3-59 

N3-60 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP. ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN ' 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2003 (LETTER N3)(continund} 

Response to Comment N3-57a: 

See Response to Comment N2-1, 

Response to Comment N3-58: 

There is no discrepancy; Ihe entire site, except for graded areas, was burned in October 2003. The "burn 

area' shown in EIR Table 4,3-1, Section 4.3,1.1, represents the area classified by RECON in Ihe 2003 

survey, which had been burned in a previous fire that occurred several years before Ihe Cedar Fire. (See 

Biological Technical Report, Appendix C l . Introduction, and Existing Conditions, Section B.4.) 

Response lo Comment N3-59: 

The EIR and the biological report are conservative in assuming that the habitats lhal were present on the 

sile prior to October 2003 would recover, and mitigation is proposed on that basis for areas thai would be 

disturbed by the Project, The text in EIR Section 4,3 does not say that the habitat composition has 

changed; it says ' IF' the habilal composition has changed, il would have changed in a particular way. If an 

area is burned multiple times with little recovery time between fires, the former habiiat type may convert to 

non-nalive grassland. 

Response to Comment N3-60: 

Merkel & Associates (2001) observed 15 sensitive species in the Project area, although some of them were 

observed outside of the current landfill Project limils. The EIR text is correct: the Merkel 2001 study 

identified only three sensitive species wiihin areas proposed to be disturbed by the Project, The resulls are 

plotted in Figure 4.3-3, prepared by RECON, Species observed by Merkel & Associates that fall within the 

areas proposed to be disturbed by the landfill or ancillary faciliiies (orange hatched areas) are the Coastal 

Califomia gnatcatcher, the Soulhem California Rufus-crowned sparrow, and the grasshopper sparrow. As 

lor the western spadefoot toad, please see Response to Commeni F2-11. 

Sin DitRc, Oifice 110 Wejt "A" Sirtet. Suilc 'SO, Sin Oaffi, Cilifutnii 92101-3532 
rhnnt 619-236-1201 Pn: 619-236-0944 
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Comment 

pwi7of4j Letter N3 
(cont'd.) 

its site visits in 2000 and 2001. According to RECON's Biologicat Technical Report (Appendix 
C-l, Attachment 5), Merkel observed the fol lowing/i/teen sensitive wildlife species on-site: 

• Western spadefoot toad 
• Orange-throated whiptail 
• San Diego homed lizard 
• Red diamond rattlesnake 
• Two-striped garter snake 
« White-tailed kite 
• Cooper's hawk 
• Califomia homed lark 
• Loggerhead shrike 
• Coastal Califomia gnatcatcher 
• Bell's sage sparrow 
• Soulhem California rufous-crowned sparrow 
• Grasshopper sparrow 
• San Diego black-lailed jackrabbit 
• Southem mule deer 

Each of these fifteen species meets the DEIR's definition of "sensitive" - yet the EIR 
indicates that Merkel only observed three "sensitive" species on the property, which is patently 
false. As a result, the public has been misinformed about the number and type of sensitive 
species that inhabit the project site and could be adversely affected by the proposed landfill 
expansion. 

7. According to thc Biological Technical Report, neither Merkel nor RECON 
conducted focused surveys for any wildlife species other than the Califomia gnatcatcher and the 
Quino Checkrspot butterfly. Given the wide array of other sensitive reptile, amphibian, and 
avian species lhal have been observed at the site or have the potential to use or reside at the site, 
additional focused studies were warranted and should have been conducted. They were not; and 
as a result, the biological data is incomplete. 

8. Of the hundreds of bird species in Califomia, only thirteen have been assigned 
"Fully Protected" status under California Fish & Game Code section 3511. No pemiits or 
licenses may be issued to "take" any of these birds. As a result, the birds enjoy a level of 
protection higher than that accorded species on the state and federal threatened and endangered 
lists. One ofthe thirteen Fully Protected birds is the white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), a pair of 
which has been observed at the projeci site since at least 2001. On the basis of this observation, 
one would have expected SLI to have (1) identified where thc pair of white-tailed kites had been 
observed, including where they had nested, (2) conducted a focused survey for the species to 
determine if others were in residence, (3) disclosed whether the proposed project would or would 
not affeel the kites or their nest(s), and (4) idenlified the precise mitigation measures, if any, that 

San nitgn Office IIP Wti« "A" Streer, iuirt 750, Sin DitgQ, Colifoii 
Phone: 619-336-12Q1 Hm; 619-236-0944 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, fi. 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3) (cominued] 

Response to Comment N3-61: 

Surveys were conducted in accordance with the City's Guidelines for Conducting Biological Surveys, Table 

1 (2002) (Biological Survey Guidelines), Focused surveys are only required for listed, narrow endemics, 

and as required by MSCP condilions of coverage, Of the species observed onsite, it was determined that 

focused surveys for the California gnatcatcher and Quino Checkerspot Butterfly were required in 

accordance with Table 1 of the City's Biological Guidelines, Fieldwork for other sensitive species was 

conducted as part of the general surveys. 

Response to Comment N3-62: 

The comment correctly notes that the white-tailed kite is a California Fully Protected Species and it thus Is 

unlawful to take or possess one at any lime, excepl in special circumstances. In addition, the Cily 

considers birds of prey (raptors) as sensitive avian species and miligation is required if Project construction 

occurs during the raptor breeding season (February l-September 15), For these reasons, and according to 

the City regulalions, a preconstruction meeting is required prior to issuance of any grading permits and a 

qualified biologist must survey for any raptors' nests - including the White-tailed kite - to ensure that any 

such nests within 500 feet of either landfill or ancillary facilities to be constructed during the nesting season 

would be protected. In addition, if a site has a potential to support nesls and nesting raptors and such 

nests and/or nesting raptors are present during landfill or ancillary facility construction, compliance with the 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act/Section 3503 is required and wouid predude any potential for direct impacts to 

any raptors, including the White-tailed kite (MM 4.3.6), 

"Take" under California Fish & Game Code Section 3511 means to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or 

attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill. The applicant is not proposing to hunt, pursue, catch, 

capture, or kill, or to attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill any migratory bird. As is done 

throughout the State of Califomia, the appiicant would remove vegetation during non-nesting season, or, if 

a biologist documents that there are no active nests, within the area planned for dislurbance as required for 

compliance with the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (EIR Section 4.3.4.2). This would proiect any eggs or 

immature birds thai are incapable of flying away from the area to be impacted. Vegetation removal for this 

Projecl would be accomplished as it is for other Projecls in the State of California using large, noisy 

mechanized vehicles. Birds flush away from such vehicles long before there is any poiential for harm. By 

avoiding vegetation clearing during the nesting season and/or surveying for and subsequently protecting 

active nests, the applicant would not be killing or attempting to kill any immature bird species. Because the 

mature birds would flush and fly away the applicant would not be killing or attempting lo kill any mature bird 

species. 
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03'? Iff £ 
would prevent such impacis from occurring. Unfortunately, SLI did none of these things. The 
DEIR treats the white-tailed kite - arguably the most sensitive and protected species on site - aSj 
an afterthought, stating only that impacts to nesting Cooper's hawks and white-tailed kites 
"require special impacl avoidance measures that are described in the Mitigation Measures 
section." (DEIR, p. 4.3-22), None ofthe mitigation measures, however, expressly addresses 
white-tailed kites or describes a process for avoiding impacts to the species. The only one that 
comes close is Mitigation Measure 4.3.6, which provides in pertinent that: 

"A qualified biologist shall conduct a survey of Cooper's hawks or 
other raptors' nest to protect Cooper's hawks or other raptors 
within 300 feet ofthe proposed landfill or ancillary facilities to be 
construcled during the following nesting season, Febmary \ to 
September 15. If raptor nesls are present, construction activities 
shall nol occur within a 300-foot avoidance zone from each active 
nest site until fledglings are fully independent of the nest, as 
deiermined by the biologist." (DEIR, p. 4.3-32)s 

This mitigation measure is inadequate to safeguard white-tailed kites in the mannef 
required by their Fully Protected status. First, it does not prevent SLI from conducting 
construction activities outside the Febmary 1 - September 15 timeframe that might injure kites 
or damage their nests. Second, it provides white-tailed kites no protection whatever from 
impacts associated with the operalion ofthe expanded landfill. As a result, such impacts require 
a mandatory finding of significance. Failure to make such a finding is a violation of CEQA, 

9. The proposed project will cause the loss of 4.72 acres of native grasslands {DEIR, 
p, S-l I), the very habitat that white-tailed kites use for forage. Despite this foreseeable impact 
on the kite, however, the DEIR neither discloses it nor analyzes it; and while the DEIR does 
recommend that the lost native grasslands be replaced as part of the ultimate closure of the 
landfill, this won't happen for 25 years. In the interim, the loss of bird forage area will remain 
unmiligated. 

Comment 
paeeisof42 Letter N3 

(cont'd.) 

N3-62 
(cont'd,) 

N3-63 

(Fon commenc 64 moved to S7a] 

10. Figure 4.3-3 oflhe DEIR purports lo depict where all sensitive plant and wildlife 
species have been observed on site. However, thc list of wildlife species on thc figure is 
incomplete. Under the heading "Merkel & Associates, Inc. (2001)," the figure identifies only 11 
species, not the 15 that Merkel actually observed as noted in the Biological Technical Report 
(Appendix C-l, Attachment 5). Missing from the list are: the white-tailed kite, the Califomia 
horned lark, the soulhem mule deer, and the Cooper's hawk.7 As a result, the figure does not 
indicate where Merkel observed these species on the project site, so it is impossible to determine 
the extenl to which they will be affected by project construction and/or operation. 

1 According la ilie EIR, While-miled idles are "known lo roost in large communal groups (RECON 2003)." (DEIR, 
p. 4,3-15) This suggests that more than one pair of kites may exist at the projecl site. 
'A similat mitigalion measure is proposed for the elECtrieal transmission line relocalion project. See. MM 4.3.8. 
(DEIR, p. 4.3-36) 
' This same problem is repeated on Figure 4.3-4. 

'itn Uicj.,, Office: UO *> i r "A" Slreet, Suite 750, Sin Oiego, CiHfnmia 92101-3532 
Phimc: 619-2.16-1201 Fax: 619-236-0944 

N3-65 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ.. DATED APRIL 6,2008 (LETTER N3) (eonUnu.d) 

Response to Comment N3-62: (cont'd.) 

Since the vehicles would be clearing vegetation they would nol be hunting, pursuing, catching, or capturing 

and would nol be allempting to hunt, pursue, catch, or capture any bird species. In addilion, as previously 

meniioned, preconslruclion surveys must be completed prior to Ihe commencement of any work. 

Response to Comment N3-63; 

The landfill perimeter road would be constructed early in the development of the Project, As described in 

EIR Section 5.3.3, and shown in Figure 4.1-5, at least 12 acres of native grassland species would be 

planted west of the perimeter road immediately following road construclion, This new acreage would more 

than compensate for the loss of 4,72 acres of the habilal elsewhere on the site. As described In EIR 

Section 5.3.3, eventually more lhan 300 acres of native grassland species would be planted on the closed 

portions of the landfill. These actions are not shown as mitigation because they are being done for 

environmental control, and not miligalion, per se, However, it is anticipated that no long-term reduction in 

native grassland habilal as a result of the Project, and no long-term impacts to foraging areas of white-

tailed kites would occur. 

Response to Comment N3-64; 

Former Response to Comment N3-64 has been moved to become Response to Cdmment N3-57a. 

Response to Comment N3-65: 

RECON utilized and built on the Merkel Associates report of 2001, and prepared EIR Figure 4.3-3 depicting 

locations ol sensitive species. However, the Merkel report did not map specific locations for several of the 

wildlife species observed, including the white-tailed kite, the California horned lark, the southern mule deer, 

and fhe Cooper's hawk, as noted in the comment. The two-striped garter snake was also observed by 

Merkel personnel, but was not mapped, as demonstrated by the Merkel report Figure 6. None of these 

species except for Ihe white-tailed kite were observed by RECON. It should be noted that the presence of 

these species Is related to the habitat on-site, not the specific area in which the species was found. No 

nests were observed for the white-tailed kite or Cooper's hawk. Sensitivity is also based on nesting and the 

EIR contains mitigation measures to prolecl nesting of sensitive species. . 
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(cont'd.) 

11. On page 4.3-17, the DEIR provides the following example of a "secondary 
change" In the environmenl which, in turn, causes an indirect impact on biological resources: 
"For example, the dust from heavy equipmenl that would result from grading for a sewage 
treatment plant could settle on nearby vegetation and interfere with photosynthetic processes...." 
Ironically, this DEIR never actually analyzes the very impact it uses as an example of how 
indirect impacis are created. Although the projecl will generale tremendous amounts of dusl 
(measured as PMio and PMJS) , during both the construction phase and the operations phase, the 
DEIR fails to assess whether such dust will adversely affect sensitive vegetation on site. We 

' recognize thai the EIR takes the posilion that PMio and PM2,3 levels will be mitigated to below 
State and Federal Air Quality Thresholds through watering; but, as discussed below, the DEIR 
assumes a 95% efficiency rate for this form of miligation, while the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District - the presumptive experts on air emissions in southem Califomia - has 
deiermined that such mitigation has only a 60% efficiency rale. Moreover, regardless of whether 
the dust is adequately mitigated as an air quality impact, this does not relieve the DEIR of its 
duty to assess dust as a biology impact. 

12. On page 4.3-21, the DEIR describes impacts on variegated dudleya, including 
dudleya located outside the MHPA. As part ofthis description, the DEIR states that 12,225 of 
Ihe affected dudleya plants were among those "previously avoided under provisions of PDP/SDP 
40-0765 along the western side of the landfill site." In effect, then, the DEIR acknowledges -
without stating explicitly - that SLI will no longer be complying with the mitigation measures it 
previously committed to when PDP/SDP-40-0765 was approved. However, thc DEIR's biology 
discussion fails to explain the ramifications of this breach of SLI's permit conditions. Nor does 
the biology discussion make clear whether PDP/SDP-40-0765 and its mitigation conditions will 
be amended or superseded by this project. It is also important to know whether the 12,225 
dudleya that will be removed with this project formed all or just a portion ofthe mitigation for 
the dudleya plants destroyed as part of PDP/SDP-40-0765. Likewise, it is importanl to know the 
total number of planis lost through implementation of PDP/SDP-040-0765. Without these two 
pieces of information, one cannot tell whether the mitigation proposed here is equal to or greater 
lhan that previously imposed or, on the other hand, constitutes a kind of "erosion" of plant 
numbers {i.e.. with each new iteration of the project, the number of "mitigated" plants actually 
goes down). Unfortunately, the DEIR does not provide the data necessary for such a 
detennination. 

13. By adding the variegated dudleyas lost through Impact 4.3.2 (411) to those lost 
Ihrough Impact 4,3.3 (12,636), one gets a total loss figure of 13,047 dudleya plants, which the 
DEIR admits may be low because the site surveys were conducted late in Ihe season, (DEIR, p. 
4.3-21). To this figure, one musl then add the 133 dudleya lost due to thc transmission line 
relocation project, bringing the total to 13,200. Yet the DEIR provides a hopelessly confusing 
explanation of how impacts to these 13,200 variegated dudleya will bemitigated. 

Specifically, MM 4.3.2 (which is combined with MM 4.3.3) states that landfill impacts 
on dudleya come lo 12,636 (12,621 outside the MPHA and 15 in the MPHA), which completely 
misses the 411 affected dudleyas actually identified in Impact 4.3.2. Then thc DEIR indicates 
that the loss of these 12,326 dudleya will be mitigated on parcel 366-080-29 according to the 

N3-66 

N3-67 

N3-68 

N3-69 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ,, JOHN W WITT ESQ KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3)(comm^d) 

Response to Comment N3-66: 

The EIR addresses dust control measures. These measures would be adequate to reduce impacts of dust 

on sensitive plant species. 

Response to Comment N3-67; 

SLI has fully complied wilh the permit conditions for PDP/SDP 40-0765, which avoided impacts to 12,225 

dudleya. It was never the intent of PDP/SDP 40-0765 thai these species be conserved, merely avoided. 

The EIR discloses the extent of impacts to dudleya expected if the Project is approved, and ideniifies a 

feasible mitigation program for mitigating such impacts. Mitigalion for actual impacts to dudleya incurred 

under the PDP/SDP is reported in EIR Appendix C8a, Page 6 of EIR Appendix C4 identifies the number of 

dudleya impacted by PDP/SDP; 8,570. 

Response to Comment N3-58: 

The tolal number of variegated dudleya expected to incur impacts as a result of the Project is 12,636, as 

tallied in Table 4.3-2, including 12,225 plants previously avoided under MND 40-0765, and 396 plants 

elsewhere in APN 366-041-01 not impacted under MND 40-0765, All of these plants would be translocated 

to the dudleya mitigation parcel, APN 366-080-29, These would be supplemented by other plants grown 

from seed or cuttings, to ensure 70% survivorship (8,646), as described in EIR Appendix C8. It is 

anticipated that many more than the minimum number of plants would be translocated, as demonstrated in 

the planting program implemented for the 2002 MND, and reported in EIR Appendix C8a. 

Response to Comment N3-69; 

See Response to Comment N3-68, 

i Dietfi Office. 110 Wesi "A" Sirew, Suile 750, Sin Diegu, Califomij 92101-3532 
I'hime; 619-236-1201 Kin: 619-236-0944 
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Commen t 
page 20 of 42 Letter N3 

(cont'd.) 

translocation plan in DEIR Appendix C8. However, the DEIR fails to identify how many plants 
will actually be iranslocated. Instead, the DEIR describes RECON's translocation efforts from 
2005, which were conducted as mitigation for impacts to dudleya caused by implementation of 
stages 11, Hi, and IV the landfill-a different project than ihe one currently under review. 

The DEIR goes on io state that a total of 20,000 dudleya have been planted at parcel 366-
080-29 and that RECON intends to plant another 8,000 dudleya when conditions are wetter. 
Again, no part ofthis discussion appears to relate to mitigation for the variegated dudleya to be 
lost as part of the proposed project. Instead, it is a report on translocation efforts related to the 
stage 11. Ill, and IV projects approved a number of years ago. 

To make matters worse, thc text of the DEIR does not jibe with the text of the technical 
appendices. For example, in the first paragraph on page 4.3-29, the DEIR states; "The approved 
Dudleya translocation plan calls for survivorship of 70% of the salvaged dudleya, or 8,400 
compared to 28,000 plants planned to be planted." However, Ihe translocation plan (Appendix 
C8) actually says something different. It calls for 70% survivorship ofthe 10,825 translocated 
individuals, which comes to 7,578 plants, not 8,400, This number is then trimmed again. 
According to the translocation plan, only 50% ofthe surviving translocated individuals must be 
mature flowing plants capable of reproduction. This drops the actual number of self-sustaining 
variegated dudleya to 3,789. The DEIR suggests that any shortfall in salvaged plants will be 
made up by installing nursery-grown seedlings, although the documents is rather confused on 
this point. The translocation plan, however, mentions seedlings only generally and provides no 
information as lo how many will be planted as part ofthis project's mitigation strategy. 

Ultimately, one leaves with the impression that project impacis on 13,047 variegated 
dudleya plants will not be mitigated on anything approaching a 1-to-l ratio. If mitigation for 
Impacts 4.3.2 and 4.3.3 will be performed according to the methods and criteria set forth in 
RECON's translocation plan, the mitigation percentage is only 29% (3,789 •*• 13,047)., 

Of course, this mitigation percentage will improve by some measure, provided enough 
nursery-grown seedlings are planted at the mitigation parcel. As mentioned above, however, 
neither the DEIR nor the translocation plan indicates how many seedlings will be installed, so 
ihere is no way to know if the mitigation gap will bc filled adequately. 

The other major problem with the DEIR's approach to dudleya mitigation is that it 
provides only cryptic information as to the success rates of prior translocation efforts. While 
both the DEIR and the translocation plan state how many variegated dudleya have been planted 
at the mitigation parcel since 2005, they do not indicate how many dudleya plants (mature and 
non-mature) currently exist on the parcel. Nor does cither document disclose how many of the 
original miligalion cohort (bolh salvaged planis and seedlings) have survived and are self-
sustaining (i.e., reproductive). The circumstantial data - which is all that has been provided -
suggests that only small numbers of translocated dudleya have actually matured and survived for 
mulliple years, and that their ranks must constantly be replenished with new seedlings grown in 
nurseries, Ifthis is so, the projecl's entire dudleya mitigation strategy is suspect. Thc DEiR 
must disclose all information relevant to the prior translocation efforts; without such 

N3-70 

N3-71 

N3-72 

N3-73 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, & 

PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN 

H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3) (conlinuad) 

Response to Comment N3-7D: 

The slalus of dudleya translocation for MND 40-0765 is provided in this EIR as evidence of the feasibility of 

such translocation relative to the Project impacts. 

Response to Comment N3-71: 

The Dudleya Translocation Plan was prepared in 2006, when the estimated number of dudleya expected to 

be impacted was 10,825, and not updated when the EIR was completed. Based on updated information, 

that value would be changed from 10,825 to 12,636. The 70% and 50% criteria, previously approved by 

the Resource Agencies in the 2002 MND 40-0765, remains unchanged. Thus, the minimum number of 

surviving plants (70%) would be 8,845; and Ihe minimum number of flowering plants would be 50% of that, 

or 4,423. In order to achieve this goal, the salvaged dudleya would be supplemented by plants propagated 

in the nursery from on-site seed slock. 

Response to Comment N3-72: 

Contrary to the commenter's assertion, and as demonstrated in the Dudleya Translocation Plan, EIR 

Appendix 083, many more variegated dudleya would be planted and maintained than were impacted, in 

order to exceed the minimum values listed above. 

Response to Comment N3-73; 

The Dudleya Translocation Plan describes the success of a previous variegated dudleya translocation 

effort associated with the construction of SR-52 between Ihe Sycamore Landfill and Mission Trails Regional 

Park, The most recent check of the translocated population showed that salvaged planis and recruited 

seediings were still persisting after 10 years. 

In September 2007, RECON prepared a progress repori for the Dudleya translocation efforts at Sycamore 

Landfill (see Appendix C8a), The report describes Ihe success of the planting of approximalely 12,000 

salvaged and propagated dudleya that were planted at the translocation site in January 2005, As concluded 

in the investigation, dudleya have grown and flowered each year even with below normal rainfall. 

Pollinators have been observed to focus on the large patches of flowering dudleya ensuring good seed set. 

Thousands of seedlings have been observed around the mature plants and these planis would add to the 

total population at the translocation site. A total of approximately 13,368 dudleya were growing at the 

translocalion site during 2007. 
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